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SENATE—Tuesday, June 14, 1994

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN, a Senator from the
State of Illinois.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

The prayer this morning is one with
which General Washington concluded a
letter to the Governors of the 13 States
when he resigned his commission from
the Army in 1783.

““Almighty God, we make our earnest
prayer that Thou wilt keep the United
States in Thy Holy protection, and wilt
most graciously be pleased to dispose
us all to do justice, to love mercy, and
to demean ourselves with that charity,
humility, and pacific temper of mind
which were the characteristics of the
Divine Author of our blessed religion,
and without a humble imitation of
whose example in these things we can
never hope to be a happy nation.”

Patient Lord, grant that the faith of
our fathers may be our faith as a Na-
tion, lest we lose the incredible legacy
they left us.

In His name Who is Incarnate Truth.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 14, 1994.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable CAROL MOSELEY-
BRAUN, a Senator from the State of Illinois,
to perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
the Senate will shortly vote on a mo-

(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 7, 1994)

tion to request the Sergeant at Arms
to obtain the presence of absent Sen-
ators. Immediately following that vote,
the Senate will resume consideration
of the pending bill, the Airport Im-
provement Act, and the amendment
pending thereto. It is my hope that we
can get a vote on that amendment
today.

As I indicated, we were prepared to
vote on the matter on Thursday, we
were prepared to vote on Friday, and
we are prepared to vote today. I hope
my colleagues will permit us to pro-
ceed to a vote on that matter today
and then to complete action on the air-
port improvement bill as soon as pos-
sible.

The Appropriations Committee is be-
ginning to mark up appropriations bills
today, and we will begin shortly a very
intense and busy period in which ac-
tion will be required on a large number
of measures and it will, I believe, be
helpful to the Senate as an institution
and to individual Senators, if we can
complete action on the pending meas-
ure as soon as possible.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MITCHELL., Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

VOTE ON MOTION TO INSTRUCT
THE SERGEANT AT ARMS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to vote on a
motion to instruct the Sergeant at
Arms to request the presence of absent
Senators.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER] is necessarily absent.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 86,
nays 13, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 136 Leg.]
YEAS—86

Bennett
Biden

Akaka
Baucus

Bingaman
Bond

Boren Ford Metzenbaum
Boxer Glenn Mikulski
Bradley Gorton Mitchell
Brown Graham Moseley-Braun
Bryan Grassley Moynihan
Bumpers Gregg Murray
Burns Harkin Nunn
Byrd Hatch Packwood
Campbell Hatfield Pell
Chafee Heflin Pressler
Coats Hollings Pryor
Cochran Hutchison Reid
Cohen Inouye Riegle
Conrad Johnston Robb
Coverdell Kassebaum Rockefeller
Craig Kempthorne Roth
Danforth Kennedy Sarbanes
Daschle Kerrey Sasser
DeConcini Kerry Shelby
Dodd Kohl Simon
Dole Lautenberg Simpson
Domenici Leahy Stevens
Dorgan Levin Thurmond
Durenberger Lieberman Warner
Exon Lugar Wellstone
Feingold Mack Wofford
Feinstein Mathews
NAYS—13
Breaux Jeffords Nickles
D'Amato Lott Smith
Faircloth McCain Wallop
Gramm McConnell
Helms Murkowski
NOT VOTING—1
Specter

So the motion was agreed to.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1994

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the pending
business.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1491) to amend the Airport and
Airway Improvement Act of 1982 and author-
ize appropriations, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

(1) D’Amato amendment No. 1775, to estab-
lish a special subcommittee within the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs to conduct an investigation into allega-
tions concerning the Whitehouse Develop-
ment Corp., Madison Guaranty Savings &
Loan Association, and Capital Management
Services, Inc. and other related matters.

(2) Mitchell amendment No. 1776 (to
amendment No. 1775), in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

AMENDMENT NO. 1776 TO AMENDMENT NO, 1775

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is amend-
ment No. 1776 offered by the majority
leader, the Senator from Maine [Mr.
MITCHELL].

The Senator from Maine.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
note the presence of the distinguished
junior Senator from New York on the
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floor. I would like, if I might, to direct
a question to the Senator through the
Chair.

Madam President, the Senator has
for some time been urging a Senate
vote on the issue of hearings on the
Whitewater matter. As the Senator
knows, we were prepared to vote on
Thursday. At that time he indicated
that he and his Republican colleagues
would not permit a vote to occur on
Thursday. We were similarly prepared
to vote on Friday. He indicated the
same thing. It is now, of course, Tues-
day. I inquire of the Senator whether it
is his disposition and that of our Re-
publican colleagues to permit a vote to
occur on the pending amendment on
the Whitewater matter?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, let
me say that I want there to be a vote
on the Whitewater hearings. Without
getting into the merits of the amend-
ment, I do not believe that this is the
kind of hearing that the American peo-
ple deserve. I could not participate in a
limited hearing like this, to be quite
candid with you, because it is not a
hearing that will do justice to the proc-
ess. It is not the type of hearing which
is in keeping with the tradition of com-
prehensive, truly probing hearings that
the Senate has had in innumerable in-
stances. It is too circumscribed.

However, having said that, I cer-
tainly think there will be a vote. I am
not going to delay this. I believe there
may be a vote sometime early this
afternoon, when we come back from
our respective caucuses. I will seek an
opportunity to caucus with the Mem-
bers on my side as to how they wish to
progress. I am fairly certain that we
will take this to a vote.

It would be my recommendation that
we offer amendments, continue to offer
amendments until we can resolve some
issues. Hopefully, the leadership can
still work this out and resolve the dif-
ferences between the pending amend-
ment and that which the Republicans
have introduced. That would be my
hope.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I,
of course, would be perfectly agreeable
to entering into an agreement now to
have a vote at whatever time the Sen-
ator from New York chooses.

Mr. D'AMATO. Let me say to the ma-
jority leader, I am not in a position to
agree to a time certain for a vote until
I speak to the caucus.

It will not benefit any of us to delay
the vote because only after the vote
may we offer our amendments and pos-
sibly come up with a format in the
process of negotiation, a format that
will make it possible for us to set up a
methodology for the hearings. But it
would be my recommendation that we
vote on this as soon as we come back
in. I cannot agree to a time certain
now but that is my recommendation. I
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do not mean to mislead the leader. I
want to be very candid with him.

(Mr. MATHEWS assumed the chair.)

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will
simply say that our colleagues should
be prepared to have someone on the
floor and debating, because if there is
not anyone, the Chair will put the
question, of course. It is the burden of
those who do not want the vote to
occur now or now agree to a time cer-
tain for a vote to debate the matter,
and I simply want our colleagues to be
on notice in that regard.

We will be prepared to proceed and
discuss the matter further following
the recess, as the Senator from New
York has suggested.

Mr. D’AMATO. May I suggest this to
the leader: That we put in a quorum
call, and I would like an opportunity to
consult with the Republican leader—
maybe we can agree to a time certain—
and some of the others. That would be
my recommendation. I have an extra 20
minutes, half hour.

Mr. MITCHELL. That is perfectly
fine.

Mr. D'AMATO. Or maybe we can
have a time for morning business.

Mr. MITCHELL. Why do I not do
that, and Senators can speak in morn-
ing business. I will wait to hear from
the Senator from New York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Fine.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, ac-
cordingly, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a period for morning
business until the hour of 11:30 a.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

the

THE ARMY OWES FULL
DISCLOSURE

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rise to speak on the floor of the Senate
about a matter that is of urgent impor-
tance in my State of Minnesota, but I
think this may be a matter of urgent
importance in many other States as
well.

This past weekend was one of the
most painful times that I have had in
my few years in the U.S. Senate. Yes-
terday, I met with Diane Gorney, Carol
Thomas, and Linda Wait. These were
three women who, when they were
younger, were schoolgirls attending
Clinton Elementary School in south

- Minneapolis.

What we now know, and the U.S.
Army has confirmed, is that it sprayed
zinc cadmium sulfide over Minneapolis
in 1953, a chemical which is a potential
carcinogen.
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These women and other women who
have called our office who attended
this school—one of the sites where the
spraying took place—have had very dif-
ficult lives, Mr. President. Some have
reported sterility. Some have reported
abnormal childbirth. Some have re-
ported other diseases and illnesses. So
it is not just a question of what has
happened to them, but also what has
happened to their children as well.

I am not a doctor, and I am not a
public health expert. But I ask anyone
who is listening to me how they would
feel if you had been 7 years old in the
second grade, the Army did this spray-
ing as a part of figuring out what the
effects would be of chemical warfare,
never consulted you, mever consulted
your parents, never told anybody about
it, and then, later on, your children
were born with serious defects, serious
disabilities. How would you feel? You
would be convinced that that spraying
is what caused your problems and, in
any case, you would want to know
what happened.

Mr. President, we all owe a great
debt of gratitude to the exceptional
work of Melody Gilbert at KTCA who
has done this investigative work. The
Army has now confirmed that they did
this spraying and it has been re-
ported—and I want my colleagues to
listen—that this spraying may also
have taken place in other -cities
throughout the country, including Dal-
las, TX, Raleigh, NC, Columbia, SC,
San Francisco, CA and, as it turns out,
in Rosemount, MN, and also in the
Chippewa National Forest in Min-
nesota as late as 1964.

(Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN assumed the
chair.)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I cannot answer Minnesotans and other
citizens when they ask me why this
spraying took place. Presumably, it
was to determine how chemicals used
in biological warfare would penetrate
various structures in different neigh-
borhoods. But I can tell you this,
whether it be  Minneapolis or
Rosemount or the Chippewa National
Forest, or other communities in other
States, the Department of Defense and
the Army owe the people full disclo-
sure.

Tomorrow, Congressman SABO and I
will be meeting with the Department of
Defense people, and we want answers to
questions. We want to know where,
when, and how much the Army
sprayed. We want to know what are the
short- and long-term health effects, if
any, caused by exposure to zinc cad-
mium sulfide. We want to know what
the environmental effects are to the
water supply, to the topsoil, to the air.
We want to know what records the U.S.
Department of Defense has relating to
the spraying and its effect on the
health of humans and the environment.
We want to know, Madam President,
whether or not the Department of De-
fense plans to release this information
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and, if so, we want to know the time
line and the plan for doing so.

An Army spokesman reportedly stat-
ed last week, and I quote:

It is virtually impossible to determine any
medical relationship between the testing in
1953 and any current health adversity experi-
enced by citizens in the area.

We want to know what medical or
scientific proof the Army has to back
up such a claim. And, finally, Madam
President, we want to know how many
residents in Minneapolis and
Rosemount and in northern Minnesota,
and in other cities throughout the
country have come in direct contact
with zinc cadmium sulfide as a result
of this spraying, and how many of
those citizens are now suffering from
what might very well be related health
care problems.

Madam President, I say to my col-
leagues, this was done in 1953. Sec-
retary O'Leary has done, I think, a
wonderful job of beginning to insist on
full disclosure of radiation experiments
on human subjects. Those people never
knew it was being done to them.

I also have been doing this heart-
breaking work with atomic veterans.
They went to Mercury, NV; they went
to ground zero. They measured the ra-
diation. They were in harm’s way. No-
body ever told them about the danger,
but what happened to them, their chil-
dren, and their grandchildren is heart-
breaking, and they are still waiting for
some kind of justice and compensation.

This was a period of time in our
country where I guess the end justified
the means, and maybe it was all done
in the name of national security. But,
Madam President, you know what is
interesting, in the last several days as
this story has broken in Minnesota, ev-
erywhere I go, people come up to me
and say, ‘‘PAuL, is this being done
now?’ The only honest answer I can
give is: “I don't know. I certainly hope
not.”

I cannot believe that would be the
case, but the one way we can be sure
that we do not continue to do this is to
hold Government accountable and, for
God’'s sake, at least provide full docu-
mentation and full disclosure of the ex-
tent of these tests, where they took
place—in my State and other States—
and what the effects were on the peo-
ple.

Madam President, no one asked these
elementary schoolchildren whether or
not they would be willing to be guinea
pigs in these experiments. No one
asked their mothers or fathers. No one
asked the people in Minnesota. Nobody
told people in Minnesota that they
were in harm’s way.

Now we know more about cadmium.
We now know that it is probably car-
cinogenic, but we knew in the 1930’s
that it was possibly unsafe. When the
Government does not know for sure,
what side does it err on? Do you not err
on the side of caution and protecting

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

citizens? Do you ever, ever in a democ-
racy have the right to conduct such ex-
periments, spraying chemicals, without
letting people know? I think the an-
swer is clear,

S0, Madam President, we will be
meeting tomorrow with the Depart-
ment of Defense. As more information
comes out and I have further informa-
tion about spraying in other cities—
and I listed some cities where I have
been notified this probably took
place—I will be talking to other col-
leagues as well.

I cannot even explain to you the
emotion of this past weekend, and I
will do everything I can to find out
what happened. If it turns out that this
spraying was the cause of these ill-
nesses, then I will do everything I can
to make sure the Government pays for
the damage that it has caused.

We do not know what damage there
is. We do not even know exactly what
happened. One step at a time. First,
full disclosure. I certainly hope the De-
partment of Defense and the Army will
cooperate. I am sure this administra-
tion will. I think it has become much
more open in terms of releasing
records. Then maybe congressional
hearings. Then understanding the full
extent of what has happened, and at
the very minimum the people in Min-
nesota and around the country are en-
titled to know.

I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from California.

e —
THE WORK OF THE SENATE

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, we
have a great deal of work to do in this
Senate. The Senator from Minnesota
has just given us an example of that
work. How many of our citizens have
been exposed to harmful toxins
throughout our history, and what are
we going to do about it? What are we
going to do about the gulf war syn-
drome, so many of our veterans coming
home sick.

We have work to do, Madam Presi-
dent, and this is just one example of
work we have to do that involves the
health and the safety of our people.

Now, no one believes that the Federal
Governmeut can or should solve every
problem facing our people. But most
Americans agree, and I certainly know
most Californians agree, that the Fed-
eral Government should act on a strat-
egy of cooperation with the private
sector, with other levels of Govern-
ment, and with our citizens to make
life better for our people.

That is why, Madam President, it is
80 distressing to me to see the Senate
grind to a halt because my Republican
friends and colleagues want to hurt the
only President we have.

Madam President, I have had the
privilege of serving in the Congress for
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almost 12 years now, 10 years on the
House side, and now the deepest of hon-
ors to serve in the Senate representing
31 million people, the people of Califor-
nia. I was sent here to work for Califor-
nians, to fight for a better economy,
for good jobs, for a decent education
for our children, for a clean environ-
ment, to fight for an opportunity for
every child in our Nation, to fight for
a health care system that does not
walk out on our people after they get
sick, that does not artificially cap ben-
efits at a certain number.

Madam President, 80 percent of our
people face those caps in their insur-
ance policies, so when they get sick, if
it is a serious illness and they use up
that cap, they are no longer covered by
health insurance.

I wish to fight to make sure that our
workers can move to new jobs, and
they do not have to stay in jobs they
do not like because they fear losing
their insurance. Twenty-five percent of
our citizens are in job lock today. They
are afraid to leave their jobs even
though they do not like it. Even
though they want to do something new
and exciting in their 1life, they are
afraid they will not have health insur-
ance so they are stuck in a job they do
not want. We do not want to continue
a health care system that keeps people
on welfare and costs an absolute for-
tune because the emergency room too
often substitutes as the first line of
care,

Madam President, we have a lot of
work to do here. Is it complicated? Yes,
it is complicated work. Is it difficult
work? Yes, it is difficult work. Will
there be give and take and compromise
and arguments and debates? Yes. But,
Madam President, let us work. Let us
have the debate. Let us not sit around
here while our Republican friends stop
us from voting on their own resolution
on Whitewater.

They offer an amendment to the air-
port bill. Is it relevant to that bill? No.
No, not at all. Airports around the Na-
tion need their Federal grants, for safe-
ty, for expansion, for other purposes,
but we have a Whitewater amendment
on this bill. OK, so let us vote on it and
get on with the airports bill. And let us
vote on the alternative offered by the
majority leader.

But let us vote and let us work. I was
waiting since Thursday to vote and get
on with the airport bill. Well, our Re-
publican friends—not all but many—
are trying to hurt this President, the
only President we have in this Nation.

I have to tell my friends, we have one
President at a time. I served with three
Presidents. I disagreed with President
Reagan's trickle-down economics be-
cause I thought it was unfair to the
middle class and I thought it was un-
fair to the poor. I disagreed with Presi-
dent Reagan's proposed budget cuts be-
cause they hit children's programs, en-
vironmental programs, education pro-
grams. I disagreed with President
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Bush’s economic policies, which failed
to create any jobs whatsoever and led
to stagnation and recordbreaking defi-
cits.

I disagreed with these two Presidents
as much as my Republican friends dis-
agree with President Clinton. I respect
their disagreements. I know they want
to return to the priorities that pre-
vailed before President Clinton and the
Democratic Congress passed family
medical leave to help our families so
they do not have to choose between a
sick kid and a job. I know they want to
go back to those days of vetoes on
every domestic program. I know they
do not like the motor voter bill, which
extends voter participation. I know
that. They said it. I understand it, and
I respect them. I know they did not
like the deficit reduction plan. Oh,
they said it would lead to higher defi-
cits and lead to job losses. Well, we
have lower deficits, and we have job
creation because of the Clinton plan for
which this Senate stood up and voted.

The fact is they want to go back to
the days when domestic priorities, pri-
orities of this country took a back
seat. But I have to tell you, I under-
stand my colleagues’ frustration; I had
it for a long time myself, but I never
tried to stop the work of the Congress,
because I knew the people elected
those Presidents with whom I happened
not to agree. But it was my job to be
the loyal opposition, to point out the
problems and move on.

Whitewater is being addressed by a
Republican special counsel who has
been widely praised for his thorough-
ness and his skill; by a team of Federal
agents; it will be addressed by the Sen-
ate in hearings. We voted 98 to nothing
to address it in the Senate, and the
amendment of the majority leader fol-
lows along that route. Let us vote on it
and let us vote on the Republican idea,
which I will oppose because it inter-
feres with the prosecution.

I am not going to go home to my peo-
ple in California and say I stood up to
Mr. Fiske and allowed Senators to
make political points in committees by
going into issues that are under inves-
tigation, at which the special counsel
told us not to look.

S0, as I said earlier, I served under
two Presidents with whom I did not
agree. But I respected the oifice, I re-
spected this country, I respected my
Republican colleagues, and I respected
the people who sent me to Congress
enough to know that there is a dif-
ference between doing your work in
Congress and getting out on the cam-
paign trail. We have Presidential elec-
tions every 4 years, not every 4 days.
Let us get the politics out of here, and
let us do the work we were sent here to
do.

We have one President, a President
who stepped up to issues long before.
Even if you do not agree with him, you
have to admire the guy. Health care,
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welfare, voter participation, the defi-
cit, the information superhighway,
trade, education—these are the issues
this President is addressing with this
Democratic Congress, issues long ig-
nored. For the sake of the country, let
us debate these issues. Let us be tough
in these debates.

Sure, I love a tough debate. Let us
get on with our work. We should be re-
spectful of each other as we find our
way. We should respect the Presidency
as we find our way. We were sent here
to work. Let us work.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In the interest of being respectful
to one another, the Senator from Idaho
had requested recognition before the
Senator from California spoke.

I now give recognition to the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Thank you very much,
Madam President. I will be brief. Oth-
ers wish to come to the floor to speak
in morning business.

I appreciate the comments of my col-
league from California. We all recog-
nize the importance of the U.S. Senate
voting, and that is all that we are ask-
ing for here, an up-or-down vote on
whether this Congress, in a reasonable
time, is going to convene open and
thorough hearings to see whether this
Presidency or any part of it is involved
in the obstruction of justice.

That is a simple request. That is
what the American people want. Most
assuredly, that is what all Senators
want. But I am not here today to speak
of Whitewater.

T ——
TRIBUTE TO THE FLAG

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I am
here today because today is Flag Day,
and I rise to pay tribute to the flag of
our Nation. There are a lot of stories
that could be told about today’s cele-
bration of our flag. There is a story
about how our flag was fashioned for
the first time, and how it has changed
over the years. There is a story about
how our flag came to be set aside to
honor the United States. There is a
story of recent flag deliberations right
here in the Congress of the United
States and in the courts, and how peo-
ple could handle it and use it or abuse
it. And there are innumerable stories
about how oar flag has inspired com-
mon people to do extremely uncommon
and valorous deeds.

There is also a great story about
something that I want to relate at this
moment. The story I would like to tell
today is a tribute to the men and
women across this country who have
disagreed with the Federal courts of
our country and believe we ought to
change our Constitution; who believe,
as all Americans do, that the flag is
the ultimate symbol of our country. It
is the unique fiber that holds together
a diverse and different people into a na-
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tion we call America and the United
States.

This group of people talking to each
other as Americans continued to de-
bate the issue of flag and flag desecra-
tion long after the U.S. States Con-
gress spoke several years ago. They de-
bated it in coffee shops, in classrooms,
and in American Legion halls. They
talked across the back fence. They
talked over phones and on CB radios
and through computer networks. How
do I know? Well, I was not a part of
that debate. But there is a clear record
of that debate. That is important for
the Congress of the United States to
know.

The transcript of the great American
debate can be found recorded in memo-
rial after memorial that the State leg-
islatures of our country have sent to
the Congress just in the last few years.
That debate was simple: Honor the
American flag and protect it inside the
Constitution of our country so that it
can no longer be used as an expression
of free speech beyond the normal mar-
gins of free speech; so that it cannot be
burned or desecrated as has been done
in the past and, as our courts have
ruled, can be in the name of free speech
constitutionally.

As of May of this year, 1994, 43 State
legislatures have memorials to the U.S.
Congress urging action to protect the
American flag from this physical dese-
cration. Those legislatures represent
nearly 229 million Americans, more
than 90 percent of our country’s popu-
lation.

I ask unanimous consent to place in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD copies of
these memorials from the States of
Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illi-
nois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mex-
ico, New York, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Is-
land, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

‘‘STATE OF ALABAMA, H.J. RES. No. 88

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

““Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

‘*Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
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are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

‘“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a mnation-
state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Legislature of Alabama,
both Houses thereof concurring, the Senate con-
curring, That we respectfully memorialize
the Congress of the United States to propose
an amendment to the United States Con-
stitution, for ratification by the states,
specifying that Congress and the states shall
have the power to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States; and
be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the U.S. House
of Representatives, the President of the U.S.
Senate and all members of the congressional
delegation from the State of Alabama."”

“STATE OF ALASKA, H.J. RES. No. 2T

‘“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

““Whereas, there are symbols of our nation
soul as the Washington Monument, the Unit-
ed States Capitol Building, and memorials to
our greatest leaders, that are the property of
every American and are therefore worthy of
protection from desecration and dishonor,
and

“Whereas, the American Flag was most
nobly born in the struggle for independence
that began with *“The Shot Heard Round the
World" on a bridge in Concord, Massachu-
setts; and

“Whereas, in the War of 1812 the American
Flag stood boldly against foreign invasion,
symbolized the stand of a young and brave
nation against the mighty world power of
that day, and in its courageous resilience in-
spired our national anthem; and

“Whereas, in the Second World War the
American Flag was the banner that led the
American battle against fascist imperialism
from the depths of Pearl Harbor to the
mountaintop on Iwo Jima, and from defeat
in North Africa’s Kasserine Pass to victory
in the streets of Hitler's Germany; and

“Whereas, Alaska's star was woven into
the fabric of the Flag in 1959, and that 49th
star has become an integral part of the
Union; and

“Whereas, the American Flag symbolizes
the ideas that good and decent people fought
for in Vietnam, often at the expense of their
lives or at the cost of cruel condemnation
upon their return home; and

“Whereas, the American Flag symbolizes
the sacred values for which loyal Americans
risked and often lost their lives in securing
civil rights for all Americans, regardless of
race, sex, or creed; and

‘“‘Whereas, the American Flag was carried
to the moon as a banner of goodwill, vision,
and triumph on behalf of all mankind; and
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“‘Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion that is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“‘Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; be it

“Resolved by the Alaska State Legislature
That the Congress of the United States is re-
quested to prepare and present to the legisla-
tures of the several states an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States that
would specifically provide the Congress and
the legislatures of the several states the
power to prohibit the physical desecration of
the Flag of the United States; this request
does not constitute a call for a constitu-
tional convention; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the legislature of the sev-
eral states are invited to join with Alaska to
secure ratification of the proposed amend-
ment.

“Copies of this resolution shall be sent to
the Honorable Al Gore, Vice-President of the
United States and President of the Senate;
the Honorable George J. Mitchell, Majority
Leader of the U.S. Senate; to the Honorable
Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the U.S. House
of Representatives; the governors of each of
the several states; the presiding officers of
each house of the legislatures of the several
states; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and
the Honorable Frank Murkowski, United
States Senators, and the Honorable Don
Young, United States Representative, mem-
bers of the Alaska delegation in Congress."

“STATE OF ARIZONA

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion that is thankful for its strengths and
that is committed to curing its faults, and
remains the destination of millions of immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“‘Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency.

“Wherefore, your memorialist, the Senate
of the State of Arizona, the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring, prays:

**1. That the United States Congress pro-
pose to the people an amendment to the Con-
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stitution of the United States, as provided
by law to add to the Constitution of the
United States, an article providing as fol-
lows:

ARTICLE—

“Section 1. The Congress and the states
have power to prohibit the physical desecra-
tion of the flag of the United States.

Y2, That the Secretary of State of the
State of Arizona transmit copies of this Me-
morial to the President of the United States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives and each Member
of the Arizona Congressional Delegation.”

“STATE OF ARKANSAS, S.J. RES. No. 6

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the Seventy-eighth
General Assembly of the State of Arkansas and
by the House of Representatives, a majority of
all members elected to each House agreeing
thereto, That the General Assembly of the
State of Arkansas respectfully urges the
Congress of the United States to propose an
amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion, for ratification by the states; specify-
ing that Congress and the states shall have
the power to prohibit the physical desecra-
tion of the flag of the United States; and be
it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the U.S. House
of Representatives, the President of the U.S.
Senate and all members of the Congressional
Delegation from the State of Arkansas.

‘“*STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ASSEMBLY JOINT

RESOLUTION No. 55

“Whereas, Although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and
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“Whereas, Certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, There are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, The American Flag was most
nobly born in the struggle for independence
that began with *The Shot Heard Round the
World" on a bridge in Concord, Massachu-
setts; and

“*Whereas, In the War of 1812 the American
Flag stood boldly against foreign invasion,
symbolized the stand of a young and brave
nation against the mighty world power of
that day, and in its courageous resilience in-
spired our national anthem; and

“Whereas, In the Civil War the American
Flag symbolized the vision of those patriots
who fought and died for a single union, one
and inseparable, where human beings could
not be bought and sold; and

“Whereas, In the Second World War the
American Flag was the banner that led the
American battle against fascist imperialism
from the depths of Pearl Harbor to the
mountaintop on Iwo Jima, and from defeat
in North Africa’s Kasserine Pass to victory
in the streets of Hitler's Germany; and

“Whereas, The American Flag symbolizes
the ideals that good and decent people
fought in Vietnam, often at the expense of
their lives or at the cost of cruel condemna-
tion upon their return home; and

“*Whereas, The American Flag symbolizes
the sacred values for which loyal Americans
risked and often lost their lives in securing
c¢ivil rights for all Americans, regardless of
race, sex, or creed; and

‘“Whereas, The American Flag was carried
forth to the moon as a banner of goodwill, vi-
310';1. and trinmph on behalf of all mankind;
an

“Whereas, The American Flag to this day
is a most honorable and worthy banner of a
nation which is thankful for its strengths
and committed to curing its faults, and re-
mains the destination of millions of immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideal; and

“Whereas, The law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, It is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the
State of California, Jointly, That the Legisla-
ture of the State of California respectfully
memorializes the Congress of the United
States to propose an amendment to the Unit-
ed States Constitution, for ratification by
the states, specifying that Congress and the
states shall have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the United
States; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Secretary of State
transmits copies of this resolution to each
Senator and Representative in the Congress
of the United States.”

‘*STATE OF COLORADO, H.J. RES. No. 91

“Whereas, the right of free expression is
part of the foundation of the United States
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Constitution, Although the courts have
drawn very careful limits on expression in
specific instances as legitimate means of
maintaining public safety and decency, as
well as orderly and productive public debate;
and

“Whereas, Certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, There are symbols of our na-
tional unity such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitel Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

““Whereas, The American Flag to this day
is a most honorable and worthy banner of a
nation which is thankful for its strengths
and committed to curing its faults; and

““Whereas, It is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Fifty-eighth General Assembly of the
State of Colorado, the Senate concurring
herein: That the General Assembly hereby
petitions the Congress of the United States
to propose an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States which would forbid
physical desecration of the United States
flag, and to submit such amendment to the
state legislatures for ratification; and be it
further

“*Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, the President of
the United States Senate, and all members
of the congressional delegation from the
State of Colorado.”

‘“STATE OF CONNECTICUT, H.J. RES. No. T3

‘*Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

““Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“*Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful ecall for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency: Now, therefore, be it
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“‘Resolved, That the legislature of the State
of Connecticut respectfully memorializes the
Congress of the United States to propose an
amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion, for ratification by the states, specify-
ing that Congress and the states shall have
the power to prohibit the physical desecra-
tion of the flag of the United States; and be
it further

“‘Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate and to all
members of the congressional delegation
from the State of Connecticut."”

“*STATE OF DELAWARE, HOUSE RES. No. 28

‘‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“*‘Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

““Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

‘*Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“‘Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the 136th General Assembly of the State of
Delaware, the Senate concurring therein, re-
spectfully memorializes the Congress of the
United States to propose an amendment of
the United States Constitution, for ratifica-
tion by the states, specifying that Congress
and the states shall have the power to pro-
hibit the physical desecration of the flag of
the United States; and be it further

“Resolved That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the U.S. House
of Representatives, the President of the U.S.
Senate and all members of the Congressional
Delegation from the State of Delaware."

““STATE OF FLORIDA, HOUSE MEMORIAL 129

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate, and

‘“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others, and



12774

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor, and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal, and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state, and

““Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency, Now, therefore, be it

“*Resolved by the Legislature of the State of
Florida, That the Congress of the United
States is requested to propose an amendment
of the United States Constitution, for ratifi-
cation by the states, specifying that the Con-
gress and the states shall have the power to
prohibit the physical desecration of the flag
of the United States; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
forwarded to the President of the United
States, to the President of the United States
Senate, to the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, and to each mem-
ber of the Florida delegation to the United
States Congress.”

“STATE OF GEORGIA, H.R. No. 105

**Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and the pro-
ductive value of public debate; and

‘““‘Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

"*Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul, such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“*Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults and which re-
mains the destination of millions of immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the General Assembly of Geor-
gia, That this body respectfully petitions the
Congress of the United States to call a con-
vention for the specific and exclusive pur-
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pose of proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to authorize
criminal sanctions for certain disrespectful
acts involving the flag of the United States
or the flags of the several states; be it fur-
ther

“Resolved, That this application by the
General Assembly of the State of Georgia
constitutes a continuing application in ac-
cordance with Article V of the Constitution
of the United States until at least two-thirds
of the legislatures of the several states have
made similar applications pursuant to Arti-
cle V but, if Congress proposes an amend-
ment to the Constitution identical in subject
matter to that contained in this resolution
before January 1, 1992, this petition for a
constitutional convention shall no longer be
of any force or effect; and be it further

‘‘Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of
Representatives is authorized and instructed
to transmit a duly attested copy of this reso-
lution to the Secretary of the Senate of the
United States Congress, to the Clerk of the
House of Representatives of the United
States Congress, and to each member of the
Georgia congressional delegation.™

‘““*STATE OF IDAHO, SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL

No. 102

“Whereas, although the right to free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

““Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and a nation
which remains the destination of millions of
immigrants attracted by the universal power
of the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

““Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the members of the First Regular
Session of the Fifty-second Idaho Legislature,
the Senate and the House of Representatives
concurring therein, That the Congress of the
United Stats submit for ratification by the
states, an amendment to the United States
Constitution, specifying that Congress and
the states shall have the power to prohibit
the physical desecration of the flag of the
United States; and be it further

Resolved, ''That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate be, and she is hereby authorized and di-
rected to forward a copy of this Memorial to
the President of the Senate and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives of Congress,
to the congressional delegation representing
the State of Idaho in the Congress of the
United States, and to the Legislatures of the
several states of these United States.”

“STATE OF ILLINOIS, H.R. No. 322

“Whereas, Although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
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United States Constitution, wvery carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, Certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

““Whereas, There are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol, and memo-
rials to our greatest leaders, which are the
property of every American and are there-
fore worthy of protection from desecration
and dishonor; and

“*Whereas, The Flag of the United States
was nobly born in the struggle for independ-
ence that began with ‘The Shot Heard Round
the World' on a bridge in Concord, Massachu-
setts; and

“Whereas, In the War of 1812 the Flag of
the United States stood boldly against for-
eign invasion, symbolized the stand of a
young and brave nation against the mighty
world power of that day, and in its coura-
geous resilience inspired cur national an-
them; and

“Whereas, In the Second World War the
Flag of the United States was the banner
that led the American battle against fascist
imperialism from the depths of Pearl Harbor
to the mountaintop of Iwo Jima, and from
defeat in North Africa’'s Kasserine Pass to
victory in the streets of Hitler's Germany;
and

“Whereas, The Flag of the United States
symbolizes the ideals for which good and de-
cent people fought for in Vietnam, often at
the expense of their lives or at the cost of
cruel condemnation upon their return home;
and

“*Whereas, The Flag of the United States
was carried forth to the moon as a banner of
goodwill, vision, and triumph on behalf of all
mankind; and

“Whereas, The Flag of the United States to
this day is a most honorable and worthy ban-
ner of a nation which is thankful for its
strengths and committed to curing its faults,
and remains the destination of millions of
immigrants attracted by the universal power
of the American ideal; and

“Whereas, The law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the ‘Stars and Stripes' that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, It is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration of the ‘Stars and
Stripes’ of a proper station under law and de-
cency; therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives of
the Eighty-Seventh General Assembly of the
State of Illinois, That we respectfully urge the
Congress of the United States to propose an
amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion, for ratification by the states, specify-
ing that Congress shall have the power to
prohibit the physical desecration of the Flag
of the United States; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That suitable copies of this pre-
amble and resolution be presented to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the
President of the U.S. Senate and all mem-
bers of the congressional delegation from the
State of Illinois.”

“STATE OF INDIANA

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
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United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

““Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

‘*Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

**Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

‘“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency.

“Whereas, The desecration of the flag of
the United States gives aid and comfort to
our enemies which should not be allowed;
Therefore. be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the General As-
sembly of the State of Indiana, the House of
Representatives Concurring:

‘““Section 1. The Indiana General Assembly
respectfully memorializes the Congress of
the United States to pass a proposed amend-
ment of the United States Constitution for
ratification by the States, specifying that
Congress and the States shall have the power
to prohibit the physical desecration of the
flag of the United States.

“‘Section 2. That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate is directed to send copies of this resolu-
tion to the leadership of both houses of Con-
gress and to each member of Congress rep-
resenting the citizens of the state of Indi-

“*STATE OF KANSAS, H. CoN, RES. No. 5006

“*Whereas, The Flag of the United States is
the most recognized symbol of a grateful na-
tion and no other American symbol has been
as universally honored as the American
Flag; and

‘““Whereas, The United States remains the
destination for millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the freedoms of liberty, equality
and expression; and

‘*Whereas, While the right of expression is
a principal freedom provided by the United
States Constitution, very carefully drawn
limits of expression in specific instances
have long been recognized as legitimate
means in maintaining public safety and de-
cency, as well as providing order and value
to public debate; and

‘“Whereas, Certain actions, while related to

an individual's right to free expression, nev-.

ertheless raises issues concerning public de-
cency, peace, rights of expression and the
values of others; and

“*Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Flag the reverence, respect and
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dignity befitting the banner of that most
noble experiment of a nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the flag of a proper
station under law and decency, and

“Whereas, More than 500 Kansas veteran,
fraternal and civil organizations have joined
many city and county bodies of Government
in signing resolutions calling upon the Kan-
sas legislature to approve a resolution peti-
tioning the Congress of the United States to
propose a Constitutional Amendment to
allow states the authority to pass laws pro-
hibiting the physical desecration of the Flag
of the United States; and

“Whereas, Kansans believe the right to ex-
press displeasure with government is a cher-
ished right protected by the First Amend-
ment, however, Kansans also believe that the
desecration of the American Flag is an atro-
cious act which should be prohibited: Now,
therefore, be it

“‘Resolved by the House of Representatives of
the State of Kansas, the Senate concurring
therein, That the Legislature petition the
Congress of the United States to submit an
amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion, for ratification by the states, specify-
ing that Congress and the states shall have
the power to prohibit the physical desecra-
tion of the Flag of the United States; and be
it further

““Resolved, That the Secretary of State be
directed to send enrolled copies of this reso-
lution to the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, the President of
the United States Senate and all members of
the congressional delegation from the State
of Kansas.”

"*STATE OF LoOUISIANA, H.R. No. 2

‘““Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although relat-
ed to a person's right to freedom of expres-
sion, interfere with public peace, public de-
cency, and the rights of expression and sa-
cred values of others; and

‘““Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag is still an
honorable and worthy banner of a nation
which is thankful for its strengths and, com-
mitted to curing its faults, and remains the
destination of millions of immigrants who
are attracted by the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords the “‘Stars and Stripes'" the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
this most noble experiment of a nation-state;
and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere lend their voices to a forceful call
for the American Flag to be restored to a
proper station under law and decency; There-
fore, be it

“Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisi-
ana does hereby memorialize the Congress of
the United States to propose an amendment
to the United States Constitution, for ratifi-
cation by the states, specifying that con-
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gress and the states shall have the power to
prohibit the physical desecration of the flag
of the United States; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate and all
members of the Congressional Delegation
from Louisiana."

'*STATE OF MAINE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-

TIVES AND SENATE RESOLUTION 1991

“Whereas, the American flag is a symbol of
national unity, provides a beacon of hope
and liberty for every nation in the world, is
a source of tremendous national pride and is
cherished as the embodiment of our coun-
try’s history, traditions and ideals; and

“Whereas, our Armed Forces have defended
our country’s freedoms under the banner of
the Stars and Stripes from the Revolution-
ary War to the present day; and

“Whereas, the American flag is also a sym-
bol of the fundamental framework of individ-
ual rights laid down in the Constitution and
is a symbol of the political heritage of this
most noble experiment, our nation; and

“Whereas, this is the bicentennial year of
the passage of the Bill of Rights and as the
individual rights guaranteed by those
amendments to our nation's Constitution
constitute the very essence of our political
heritage of liberty and freedom; and

‘“Whereas, the Bill of Rights has stood un-
changed since its adoption on December 15,
1791 and, as a result, has served as the
unvarying bulwark that protects individual
liberty in this country; and

‘““Whereas, any change to the Bill of Rights
may create a dangerous precedent and may
open the door to incremental erosion of the
basic rights enjoyed by all Americans; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, re-
spectfully recommend and urge the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to take appropriate action to ensure that
proper respect and treatment will always be
accorded to the American flag and to ensure
that desecration of our flag will be prevented
while continuing our nation’s long and proud
history of preserving the integrity of the Bill
of Rights to the Constitution of the United
States; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That suitable copies of this Me-
morial, duly authenticated by the Secretary
of State, be transmitted to the Honorable
George H. W. Bush, President of the United
States; the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
the Congress of the United States; and each
Member of the Maine Congressional Delega-
tion."”

*STATE OF MARYLAND, H. RES, No. 6 AND S.

RES. No. 4

‘“‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining puablic safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
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therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Strips of a proper station under law and de-
cency; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the General Assembly of Mary-
land, That the General Assembly respect-
fully memorializes the Congress of the Unit-
ed States to propose an amendment to the
United States Constitution, for ratification
by the states, specifying that Congress and
the states shall have the power to prohibit
the physical desecration of the flag of the
United States; and be it further

““Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted by the Department of Legisla-
tive Reference to the Speaker of the U.S.
House of Representatives, the President of
the U.S. Senate; and be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution
be forwarded by the Department of Legisla-
tive Reference to the Maryland Congres-
sional Delegation.”

STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

“‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

‘“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Massachusetts general
court respectfully memorializes the Congress
of the United States to propose an amend-
ment of the United States Constitution, for
ratification by the States, specifying that
Congress and the States shall have the power
to prohibit the physical desecration of the
Flag of the United States; and be it further

“"Resolved, That copies of these resolutions
be forwarded by the clerk of the Senate to
the presiding officer of each branch of Con-
gress and to the members thereof from this
Commonwealth."
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“*STATE OF MICHIGAN, H. CoN. RES. No. 122

“Whereas, The United States Supreme
Court has ruled in a 54 decision that popular
legislative assemblies’ attempts to curtail
those acts that are an affront to the Amer-
ican people by protecting national symbols
through local legislation may be unconstitu-
tional if they go beyond the fine-line of the
First Amendment; and

“Whereas, The desecration of national
symbols through acts which are beyond the
free speech essentials of our laws that allow
the expression of diverse ideas or opposition
to national policy that is political in nature,
should be defined in law in order to protect
against offensive acts which may incite or
encourage violence or counterproductive ac-
tivity of other citizens; and

“Whereas, Veterans' groups, expressing the
sentiment of our people, have called for ac-
tion to ban the desecration of the American
flag. Indeed, to ignore the effect of this deci-
sion would be an affront to everyone who has
been committed to the ideals of our nation
in times of war and in times of peace: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the members of
the Michigan Legislature hereby memorial-
ize the United States Congress to pass an
amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion to prohibit the desecration of the Amer-
ican flag; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, and the
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation."”

“STATE OF MINNESOTA, RESOLUTION NoO. §

“*Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults; and

“Whereas, the country represented by the
Stars and Stripes remains the destination of
millions of immigrants attracted by the uni-
versal power of the American ideal; and

‘“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of the United States: Now, therefore,
be it

‘“‘Resolved by the Legislature of the State of
Minnesota, That it urges the Congress of the
United States to propose an amendment to
the United States Constitution, for ratifica-
tion by the states, specifying that Congress
and the states shall have power to prohibit
the physical desecration of the flag of the
United States; and be it further

““Resolved, That the Secretary of State of
the State of Minnesota is directed to prepare
copies of this memorial and transmit them
to the President and Secretary of the United
States Senate, the Speaker and Clerk of the
United States House of Representatives, and
Minnesota’s Senators and Representatives in
Congress."”

“*STATE OF MISsISsIPPI, H.RES. No. 60

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“*Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
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decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

‘“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and one that
remains the destination of millions if immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the American flag is our na-
tional ensign, a proud and courageous sym-
bol of our nation’s precious heritage and, as
such, it has been carried and defended in bat-
tle, revered and cherished by its citizens, and
viewed as a beacon of hope, freedom, equal
opportunity, religious tolerance and good-
will by people throughout the world; and

“‘Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency: ‘‘Now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved by the House of Representatives of
the State of Mississippi, the Senate concurring
therein, That we respectfully memorialize
the Congress of the United States to propose
an amendment to the United States Con-
stitution, for ratification by the states,
specifying that Congress and the states shall
have the power to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States of
America; and be it further

““‘Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
forwarded to the Mississippi Congressional
Delegation and that copies be made available
to the Capitol Press Corps.”

“STATE OF MISSOURI
“RESOLUTION

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults and which re-
mains the destination of millions of immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and
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“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Strips of a proper station under law and de-
cency; Now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved, That we, the members of the
Missouri House of Representatives of the
Eighty-sixth General Assembly, the Senate
concurring therein, hereby respectfully me-
morialize the Congress of the United States
to propose an amendment of the United
States Constitution, for ratification by the
states, specifying that Congress and the
states shall have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the United
States; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Mis-
souri House of Representatives be instructed
to prepare properly inscribed copies of this
resolution for the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, and to
each member of the Missouri Congressional
Delegation.”

“STATE OF MONTANA, SENATE RESOLUTION

No. 19

‘““‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on the expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and the pro-
ductive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression, and the sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul, such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol, and memo-
rials to our greatest leaders, that are the
property of every American and are there-
fore worthy of protection from desecration
and dishonor; and

““Whereas, the American Flag, to this day,
is the most honorable and worthy banner of
a nation that is thankful for its strengths
and committed to curing its faults and that
remains the destination of millions of immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideals; and

“Whereas, the law, as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court, no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes that rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of the most noble experiment of a na-
tion-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the State of Montana, That
the Legislature of the State of Montana re-
spectfully petition the Congress of the Unit-
ed States to consider an amendment to the
United States Constitution, for ratification
by the states, specifying that Congress and
the states have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the United
States; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of State
send copies of this resolution to the Speaker
of the United States House of Representa-
tives, the President of the Senate, and each
member of Montana's Congressional Delega-
tion.”

“*STATE OF NEBRASKA, LEGISLATIVE
RESOLUTION No. 319
‘““Whereas, the United States remains the
destination for millions of immigrants at-
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tracted by the freedoms of liberty, equality,
and expression; and

“Whereas, while the right of expression is
a principal freedom protected by the United
States Constitution, very narrowly drawn
limitations on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency; and

“Whereas, certain actions, while relating
to an individual's right to freedom of expres-
sion, nevertheless raise issues concerning
public order; and

“Whereas, the flag of the United States is
a recognized national symbol: NMow, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the members of the Ninety-Third
Legislature of Nebraska, Second Session:

*1. That the Legislature encourages the
Congress of the United States to consider an
amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion, to be ratified by the states, specifying
that Congress and the states shall have the
power to prohibit the physical desecration of
the flag of the United States.

““2. That the Clerk of the Legislature
transmit a copy of this resolution to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the President pro tempore of the Senate of
the United States, to all members of the Ne-
braska delegation to the Congress of the
United States, and to the President of the
United States.”

““‘STATE OF NEVADA, S.J. RES. No. 5

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s freedom of ex-
pression, nevertheless raise issues concern-
ing public decency, public peace, and the
rights of expression and sacred values of oth-
ers; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes of our Amer-
ican Flag that reverence, respect, and dig-
nity befitting the banner of that most noble
experiment of a nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration of the American Flag
to a proper station under law and decency;
now, therefore, be it.

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the
State of Nevadg, Jointly, That the Nevada
Legislature memorializes the Congress of the
United States to propose an amendment of
the United States Constitution, for ratifica-
tion by the states, specifying that Congress
and the states have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the United
States; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate
to the Vice President of the United States as
presiding officer of the Senate, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, each mem-
ber of the Nevada Congressional Delegation
and the National Headquarters of The Amer-
ican Legion; and be it further
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“‘Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef-
fective upon passage and approval.”

“STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, H.RES. No. 57

“Whereas, the American flag is a sacred
symbol of the United States of America; and

“Whereas, there is a legitimate public in-
terest in preserving the sanctity of “0ld
Glory™'; and

“‘Whereas, the desecration of ‘‘Old Glory"
is abhorrent and reprehensible to most
Americans; now therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives:

“‘That the Congress of the United States is
requested to institute procedures to amend
the Constitution of the United States and to
prepare and submit to the several states for
ratification an amendment to prohibit flag
desecration; and

“That copies of this resolution be for-
warded to the President of the United
States, to the President of the United States
Senate, the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, and to each mem-
ber of the New Hampshire delegation to the
United States Congress; and

“That copies of this resolution be prepared
and forwarded to the secretaries of state and
to the presiding officers of the legislatures of
the several states with the request that they
join this state in making application to the
Congress of the United States to pass such
an amendment."’

“STATE OF NEW JERSEY, ASSEMBLY
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NoO, 82

“Whereas, There are national symbols,
such as the Washington Monument, the
United States Capitol Building, and the Lin-
coln Memorial, which belong to every Amer-
ican and which should be protected from
desecration and dishonor; and

“Whereas, The American flag is not only
such a symbol but is also an integral part of
this nation’s history and spirit; and

“Whereas, Our flag was born in the strug-
gle for independence that began with “The
Shot Heard Round the World"” in Concord
Massachusetts; and

“Whereas, Duaring the War of 1812, the
American flag symbolized the stand of a
young and brave nation against foreign inva-
sion and inspired our national anthem; and

“Whereas, During World War II, the Stars
and Stripes was the banner that led Amer-
ican forces against fascist imperialism, from
the depths of Pearl Harbor to the mountain-
top on Iwo Jima and from defeat in North
Africa's Kasserine Pass to victory in the
streets of Hitler's Germany,; and

“Whereas, 0ld Glory symbolizes the ideals
for which good and decent people fought and
died in Vietnam, often suffering cruel con-
demnation at home in that effort; and

““Whereas, Our flag stands for the demo-
cratic values which were advanced in the
struggle for eivil rights for all Americans;
and

“Whereas, The American flag was carried
to the moon as a banner of goodwill, vision,
and triumph on behalf of all mankind; and

“Whereas, The American flag is the honor-
able and worthy banner of a nation which is
thankful for its strengths, committed to cur-
ing its faults, and which still remains the
beacon of hope for millions of immigrants
attracted by the American dream; and

“Whereas, The United States Supreme
Court has mistakenly decided to take away
from the Stars and Stripes the protection
and respect which it deserves; and

“‘Whereas, The right to free speech was
never intended to mean that our flag should
be subject to desecration and dishonor under
the guise of freedom of expression; and
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““Whereas, It is fitting and proper that peo-
ple everywhere lend their voices to a forceful
call for the protection of Old Glory under the
laws of the federal and state governments:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the General Assembly of the
State of New Jersey (the Senate concurring):

*1. The Congress of the United States is re-
spectfully memorialized to propose an
amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion, for ratification by the states, providing
that Congress and the states shall have the
power to prohibit the physical desecration of
the flag of the United States.

“2. Duly authenticated copies of this reso-
lution, signed by the President of the Senate
and the Speaker of the General Assembly
and attested by the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the General Assembly, shall
be transmitted to the Vice-President of the
United States, the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and every member of Con-
gress elected thereto from the State of New
Jersey."

“STATE OF NEW MEXIco, H. RES. No. 20

“Whereas, freedom of speech is a cherished
right conferred by the first amendment of
the constitution of the United States; and

“Whereas, the guarantee of freedom of
speech is not absolute but must be balanced
against threats to the national peace and to
the maintenance of law and order; and

“Whereas, the United States flag is a cher-
ished symbol of our nation’s history and the
struggle for freedom, liberty and justice in
world, and the desecration of that flag is the
desecration of those basic ideals upon which
our country is based; and

“‘Whereas, the United States flag has sym-
bolized hope for a brighter future and a
chance for equal justice and opportunity for
all; and

“Whereas, the United States flag has ral-
lied our troops in times of peril and over-
whelming odds; and

“Whereas, Americans have died defending
the freedoms represented by the flag, and in
their honor the dignity of the flag should not
be demeaned, but the flag should be treated
with respect; and

“Whereas, the flag symbolizes our national
unity and inspires others to pursue the goals
of democracy, freedom, liberty and justice;
and

“Whereas, the United States supreme
court in United States v. Eichman held that
burning the flag was a form of speech, pro-
tected by the first amendment; and

“Whereas, two joint resolutions are now
pending in the United States house of rep-
resentatives proposing an amendment of the
constitution of the United States:

““Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the House
of Representatives of the State of New Mexzico,
that the United States congress be requested
to propose an amendment to the constitu-
tion of the United States to be ratified by
the states specifying that congress and the
states shall have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the United
States; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
transmitted to the speaker of the United
States house of representatives, the presi-
dent pro tempore of the United States senate
and all members of the New Mexico congres-
sional delegation.”

‘“STATE OF NEW YORK, S. RES. No. 466
“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
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stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“*Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier, the Viet-
nam Memorial and memorials to our great-
est leaders, which are the property of every
American and are therefore worthy of pro-
tection from desecration and dishonor; and

‘“‘Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency. Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That this Legislative Body re-
spectfully urge the New York State Congres-
sional Delegation to propose an amendment
to the United States Constitution, for ratifi-
cation by the States, specifying that Con-
gress and the States shall have the power to
prohibit the physical desecration of the Flag
of the United States; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this Resolution,
suitably engrossed, be transmitted to all
members of the Congressional Delegation
from the State of New York."

“*STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, H. RES. No. 230

‘“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
defining other societal standards; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of other
citizens; and

““Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag is a most
honorable and worthy banner of a nation
which is thankful for its strengths and com-
mitted to curing its faults, and remains the
destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
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Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives:

“Section 1. The House of Representatives
respectfully memorializes the Congress of
the United States to propose an amendment
to the United States Constitution, for ratifi-
cation by the states, specifying that Con-
gress and the states shall have the power to
prohibit the physical desecration of the flag
of the United States.

“‘Sec. 2. The Principal Clerk of the House
of Representatives shall transmit a certified
copy of this resolution to the Secretary of
the United States Senate, to the Clerk of the
United States House of Representatives, and
to each member of the North Carolina con-
gressional delegation,

“*Sec. 3. This resolution is effective upon
adoption.”

“STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, S. CoN. RES, No.
4021

‘““‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

‘““Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol, and memo-
rials to our greatest leaders, which are the
property of every American and are there-
fore worthy of protection from desecration
and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the Flag of the United States to
this day is a most honorable and worthy ban-
ner of a nation which is thankful for its
strengths and committed to curing its faults,
and remains the destination of millions of
immigrants attracted by the universal power
of the American ideal; and

““Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the flag of the United States that
reverence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the flag of the
United States of a proper station under law
and decency: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of North Dakota, the
House of Representatives concurring therein:
That the Fifty-second Legislative Assembly
urges the Congress of the United States to
propose to the several states for ratification
an amendment to the federal Constitution to
provide that Congress and the states would
have the power to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of State for-
ward copies of this resolution to the Speaker
of the United States House of Representa-
tives, the President of the United States
Senate, and the members of the North Da-
kota Congressional Delegation."”

‘'‘STATE OF OHIO, H. RES. No. 9

“Whereas, The United States Supreme
Court recently held that the First Amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States protects from criminal prosecution
those who burn or otherwise desecrate the
American flag as a form of political protest;
and

“Whereas, Since the Grand Union flag was
the first raised over Cambridge, Massachu-
setts, by George Washington on January 2,
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1776, the American flag has waved over our
great nation as a symbol of freedom, inspir-
ing Americans with an intense pride and
often inspiring peoples of other nations with
a deep longing for freedom; and

“Whereas, Our forefathers had a dream of a
country based on principles of truth and jus-
tice, a country, strengthened by the aspira-
tions of many individuals, and a country
that would shine as a beacon of hope and de-
mocracy for the people of the world, and the
American flag has stood as a symbol of this
dream and of the love of country, strong
sense of duty, and dedication to the ideals of
democracy that are the heritage of every
American citizen; and

“‘Whereas, During the War of 1812, on the
night of September 13-14, 1814, a young
American attorney, Francis Scott Key,
watched the battle of Fort McHenry as he
stood trapped aboard a British ship in Balti-
more harbor and was so moved by the sight
of the Stars and Stripes waving over the fort
at the dawn that he wrote a poem, “The
Star-Spangled Banner,” whose words became
our national anthem and represent the
strength, determination, and pride of our
people; and

“Whereas, By its ruling the United States
Supreme Court has sanctioned the desecra-
tion and mutilation of the symbol that in-
spired Francis Scott Key, the symbol that
has led millions of Americans into battle in
protection of this land, and the symbol that
today leads the cause of freedom in other na-
tions; therefore be it

“‘Resolved, That we, the members of the
19th General Assembly of the State of Ohio,
in adopting this Resolution memorialize the
Congress of the United States to take the ac-
tion necessary to propose, and submit to the
several states for ratification, an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States that would prohibit the desecration of
the American flag; and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Clerk of the Senate
transmit duly authenticated copies of this
Resolution to the Speaker and Minority
Leader of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, to the President Pro Tempore
and Minority Leader of the United States
Senate, and to each member of the Ohio con-
gressional delegation.”

“'STATE OF OKLAHOMA, S. RES, No. 46

‘‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
defining other societal standards; and

“*‘Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of other
citizens; and

‘‘Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“*Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful to Divine Providence
for its strengths and committed to curing its
faults, a nation that remains the destination
of millions of immigrants attracted by the
universal power of the American ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
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respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

“‘Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the 2nd Session of
the 44th Oklahoma Legislature, the House of
Representatives concurring therein:

‘“That the Oklahoma Legislature respect-
fully memorializes the Congress of the Unit-
ed States to propose an amendment to the
United States Constitution, for ratification
by the states, specifying that Congress and
the states shall have the power to prohibit
the physical desecration of the flag of the
United States.

‘““That copies of this resolution be distrib-
uted to the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, the President of
the Senate and each member of the Okla-
homa Congressional Delegation."

“‘STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA, H. RES. No. 161

“*Whereas, Since Revolutionary times, the
American flag has been an honored emblem
chosen to symbolize our nation; and

"Whereas, Like our nation itself, the
American flag represents the dedication and
courage of all who have worked, sacrificed
and given their lives to establish and pre-
serve this nation and the American way of
life; and

“*Whereas, As an expression of the public’s
profound sense of outrage at acts of desecra-
tion toward this national symbol to which
we offer a ‘Pledge of Allegiance,' the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania, 47 other states,
and the Federal Government have enacted
laws prohibiting and punishing flag desecra-
tion; and

“Whereas, The United States Supreme
Court, by a vote of five to four, rendered a
decision of June 21, 1989, which effectively
held unconstitutional these state and Fed-
eral laws prohibiting flag desecration; there-
fore be it

“Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
memorialize Congress to vote to propose an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States in order to authorize state and
Federal governments to enact laws prohibit-
ing and setting penalties for flag desecra-
tion; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the presiding officers of each
house of Congress and to each member of
Congress from Pennsylvania.”

“STATE OF RHODE ISLAND

“Whereas, Although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

**Whereas, Certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person's free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, There are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy or protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

““Whereas, The American Flag to this day
is a most honorable and worthy banner of a
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nation which is thankful for its strengths
and committed to curing its faults, and re-
mains of the destination of millions of immi-
grants attracted by the universal power of
the American ideal; and

‘““Whereas, The law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to that Stars and Stripes the rev-
erence, respect, and dignity befitting the
banner of that most noble experiment of a
nation-state; and

“Whereas, It is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency; now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the
State of Rhode Island respectfully memorial-
izes the Congress of the United States to pro-
pose an amendment of the United States
Constitution, for ratification by the states,
specifying that Congress and the states shall
have the power to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and she hereby is authorized and directed to
transmit duly certified copies of this resolu-
tion to the Speaker of the United States
House of Representatives, the President of
the United States Senate and the Rhode Is-
land Congressional Delegation."”

"STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

“Whereas, in the Second World War the
American flag was the banner that led the
American battle against fascist imperialism
from the depths of Pearl Harbor to the
mountaintop on Iwo Jima and from defeat in
North Africa's Kasserine Pass to victory in
the streets of Hitler's Germany; and

“Whereas, the American flag symbolizes
the ideals for which good and decent people
fought in Vietnam, often at the expense of
their lives or at the cost of cruel condemna-
tion upon their return home; and

“Whereas, the American flag symbolizes
the sacred values for which loyal Americans
risked and often lost their lives in securing
civil rights for all Americans, regardless of
race, creed, or national origin; and

“‘Whereas, the American flag is a most
honorable and worthy banner of a nation
which is thankful for its strengths and com-
mitted to curing its faults and remains the
destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the American flag was carried
forth to the moon as a banner of goodwill, vi-
aio;, and triumph on behalf of all mankind;
an

““Whereas, the American flag, even now, is
the rallying flag for those of the world who
would protect its people from the heinous
crimes and inhumanity of a despotic ruler
and is, for civilized nations, the symbol of re-
sistance to this tyranny and oppression in
the Middle East; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that the people
should blend their voices in a forceful call
for restoration to the Stars and Stripes of a
proper station under law and decency: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate, the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring, That the members of
the General Assembly memorialize Congress
to propose an amendment to the United
States Constitution for ratification by the
states specifying that Congress and the
states may prohibit the physical desecration
of the flag of the United States of America;
and be it further

“"Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
forwarded to the President of the United
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States Senate, the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, and the
members of this state's congressional delega-
tion.”

“STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, S. CoN. RES. No. 8

"*Whereas, the United States Supreme
Court, in Texas vs. Johnson, declared uncon-
stitutional a state statute prohibiting the
burning or other desecration of the Amer-
ican flag; and

“Whereas, for more than two hundred
years, the American flag has occupied a
unique position as the symbol of our nation;
and

“Whereas, at the time of the American
Revolution, the flag served to unify the thir-
teen colonies at home while obtaining rec-
ognition of national sovereignty abroad; and

“Whereas, hundreds of thousands of coura-
geous Americans have given their lives in de-
fense of the principles that the American
flag stands for; and

“Whereas, the American flag symbolizes
the nation in peace as well as in war; and

‘“Whereas, a country's flag symbolizes
more than nationhood and national unity,
but signifies the ideals that characterize the
society that has chosen that emblem, as well
as the special history that has animated the
growth and power of those ideals; and

“Whereas, the American flag is more than
a proud symbol of courage, the determina-
tion, and the gifts of nature that trans-
formed thirteen fledgling colonies into a
world power, but is a symbol of freedom, of
equal opportunity, of religious tolerance and
of good will for other peoples who share our
aspirations; and

“Whereas, sanctioning the public desecra-
tion of the flag will tarnish its value to an
extent unjustified by the trivial burden on
free expression occasioned by requiring that
an available, alternative mode of expression,
including uttering words critical of the flag,
be employed; and

“Whereas, the ideals of liberty and equal-
ity have been an irresistible force in moti-
vating leaders like Patrick Henry, Susan B.
Anthony, and Abraham Lincoln; school
teachers, like Nathan Hale and Booker T.
Washington; the Philippine Scouts who
fought at Bataan; and the soldiers who
scaled the bluff at Omaha Beach; and

“Whereas, if those ideals are worth fight-
ing for, and our history demonstrates that
they are, it cannot be true that the flag that
uniquely symbolizes their power is not itself
worthy of protection from unnecessary dese-
cration: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, by the Senate of the Sixty-fifth
Legislature of the state of South Dakota, the
House of Representatives concurring therein,
That the Legislature of the state of South
Dakota respectfully memorializes the Con-
gress of the United States to propose an
amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion specifying that Congress and the states
may prohibit the physical desecration of the
flag of the United States.”

“STATE OF TENNESSEE, H.J. RES. No. 638

“Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and
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“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, in the War of 1812 the American
Flag stood boldly against foreign invasion,
symbolized the stand of a young and brave
nation against the mighty world power of
that day, and in its courageous resilience in-
spired our national anthem; and

“Whereas, in the Second World War the
American Flag was the banner that led the
American battle against fascist imperialism
from the depths of Pearl Harbor to the
mountaintop of Iwo Jima, and from defeat in
North Africa’s Kasserine Pass to victory in
the streets of Hitler's Germany; and

“Whereas, the American Flag symbolized
the ideals for which good and decent people
fought in Vietnam, often at the expense of
their lives or at the cost of cruel condemna-
tion upon their return home; and

“Whereas, the American Flag was carried
forth to the moon as a banner of goodwill, vi-
sion, and triumph on behalf of all mankind;
and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

“Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the Stars and
Stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency. Now, therefore, Be it

“Resolved, by the House of Representatives of
the 9%th General Assembly of the State of Ten-
nessee, the Senate concurring, respectfully me-
morializes the Congress of the United States
to propose an amendment of the United
States Constitution, for ratification by the
states, specifying that Congress and the
states shall have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the United
States; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
transmitted to the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, the Speak-
er of the United States Senate and all mem-
bers of the congressional delegation from the
State of Tennessee.”

“STATE OF TEXAS, H, CoN. RES. No. 18

“Whereas, The United States flag belongs
to all Americans and ought not be desecrated
by any one individual, even under principles
of free expression, any more than we would
allow desecration of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, Statue of Liberty, Lincoln Memo-
rial, Yellowstone National Park, or any
other common inheritance which the people
of this land hold dear; and

‘“Whereas, The United States Supreme
Court, in contravention of this postulate,
has by a narrow decision held to be a First
Amendment freedom the license to destroy
in protest this cherished symbol of our na-
tional heritage; and

“Whereas, Whatever legal arguments may
be offered to support this contention, the in-
cineration or other mutilation of the flag of
the United States of America is repugnant to
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all those who have saluted it, paraded be-
neath it on the Fourth of July, been saluted
by its half-mast configuration, or raised it
inspirationally in remote corners of the
globe where they have defended the ideals of
which it is representative; and

“Whereas, The members of the Legislature
of the State of Texas, while respectful of dis-
senting political views, themselves dissent
forcefully from the court decision, echoing
the beliefs of all patriotic Americans that
this flag is our flag, and not a private prop-
erty subject to a private prerogative to
maim or despoil in the passion of individual
protest; and

“Whereas, As stated by Chief Justice Wil-
liam Rehnquist, writing for three of the four
justices who comprised the minority in the
case, ‘‘Surely one of the high purposes of a
democratic society is to legislate against
conduct that is regarded as evil and pro-
foundly offensive to the majority of people—
whether it be murder, embezzlement, pollu-
tion, or flag burning™’; and

“Whereas, This legislature concurs with
the court minority that the Stars and
Stripes is deserving of a unique sanctity, free
to wave in perpetuity over the spacious skies
where our bald eagles fly, the fruited plain
above which our mountain majesties soar,
and the venerable heights to which our melt-
ing pot of peoples and their posterity aspire;
now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Tlst Legislature of the
State of Texas, convened in First Called Ses-
sion, hereby petition the Congress of the
United States of America to propose to the
states an amendment to the United States
Constitution, protecting the American flag
and 50 state flags from willful desecration
and exempting such desecration from con-
stitutional construction as a First Amend-
ment right; and, be it further

“‘Resolved, That official copies of this reso-
lution be prepared and forwarded by the
Texas secretary of state to the speaker of
the house of representatives and president of
the senate of the United States Congress and
to all members of the Texas delegation to
that congress, with the request that it be of-
ficially entered in the Congressional Record
as a memorial to the Congress of the United
States; and, be it further

“‘Resolved, That a copy of the resolution be
prepared and forwarded also to President
George Bush, asking that he lend his support
to the proposal and adoption of a flag-protec-
tion constitutional amendment; and, be it fi-
nally

“Resolved, That official copies likewise be
sent to the presiding officers of the legisla-
tures of several states, inviting them to join
with Texas to secure this amendment and to
restore this nation's banners to their right-
ful status of treasured reverence."

“STATE OF UTAH, STATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION NoO. 3

“Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court decision
legalizing the burning of the American flag
as a form of symbolic political speech poses
a threat to the ideals the flag represents;

“Whereas, Americans hold the flag in high
respect because it is a symbol of the many
freedoms made available to us through our
democratic system of government, and
stands as a reminder of the men and women
who fought and died to protect these free-
doms;

“Whereas, in the words of the President,
“Flag burning is wrong, dead wrong, the flag
is very special to all loyal Americans';

“Whereas, in the words of the National
Commander of the American Legion, ‘"Many
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a Gold Star mother cherishes the carefully
folded triangular bundle of red, white, and
blue as the closest link to a fallen hero son'’;

“Whereas, Americans in Utah and through-
out this great land should not stand silent on
this issue, but should let our voice be heard
until our elected leaders constitutionally
protect the American flag; and

“*Whereas, many members of Congress give
bipartisan support to a constitutional
amendment designed to make illegal the
physical desecration of the American flag as
a form of protected symbolic political
speech: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the
state of Utah, the Governor concurring
therein, strongly urges Utah’s congressional
delegation to support a constitutional
amendment forbidding the physical desecra-
tion of the flag as a form of protected sym-
bolic political speech; and be it further

“Resolved That copies of this resolution be
sent to President Bush, the leadership of the
United States Congress, and Utah's congres-
sional delegation.”

STATE OF VIRGINIA, S.J. RES. No. 101

“Whereas, for over 200 years, the flag of
the United States has symbolized our nation;
and

‘“Whereas, on June 14, 1777, the Continental
Congress resolved that the flag represents
the United States and its ideals of liberty
and justice for all its citizens; and

“Whereas, the flag served to unite the 13
colonies and obtain recognition of America’s
national sovereignty; and

“Whereas, during the British attack on
Fort McHenry in the War of 1812, the flag in-
spired Francis Scott Key to compose the
song which became our national anthem; and

“Whereas, at the end of the War Between
the States, the American flag again stood for
the indestructible union of the United
States; and

“Whereas, during the First World War,
thousands of Americans died on foreign soil
fighting for the American cause symbolized
by the flag; and

“Whereas, during the Second World War,
thousands of Americans again followed the
flag into battle, where many lost their lives
in an effort to preserve freedom; and

“Whereas, the flag served to boost the mo-
rale of American soldiers in the Korean and
Vietnam conflicts, as they fought to preserve
democracy; and

“Whereas, Americans of every state, politi-
cal party, race, creed, and national origin re-
gard the flag as the unifying symbol of the
pluralism evident in the United States; and

“Whereas, on June 21, 1989, the Supreme
Court reached a 54 decision in the case
Teras v. Gregory Lee Johnson holding that
physical desecration of the American flag is
constitutionally protected free speech; and

“Whereas, the Supreme Court recognized
in its decision that ‘‘the flag is constant in
expressing beliefs Americans share, belief in
law and peace and that freedom which sus-
tains the human spirit,”” and that “the flag
as readily signifies this Nation as does the
combination of letters found in *‘America’;
and

“Whereas, on June 11, 1990, the Supreme
Court, again by a 54 decision, in United
States v. Eichmann held that the Flag Burn-
ing Act of 1989 was unconstitutional as ap-
plied to prosecute defendants for burning the
flag and thus overturned the attempt by
Congress to respond by statute to protect the
flag; and

“Whereas, a majority of both houses of
Congress in 1990 then voted to propose a con-
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stitutional amendment to enable the states
and Congress to enact legislation to ban
desecration of the flag, but the vote of 254 to
177 in the House and 58 to 42 in the Senate
fell short of the two-thirds majority vote re-
quired for Congress to submit the amend-
ment to the states; and

“Whereas, the Virginia General Assembly
has recognized the unique status that the
American flag holds in the eyes of United
States citizens by prohibiting the desecra-
tion of the flag pursuant to the Virginia Uni-
form Flag Act; now, therefore, be it

‘*‘Resolved by the Senate, the House of Dele-
gates concurring, That the General Assembly
of the Commonwealth of Virginia memorial-
ize the Congress of the United States to pro-
pose an amendment to the United States
Constitution, for ratification by the states,
specifying that Congress and the states shall
have the power to prohibit the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States
thereby recognizing the status the flag holds
as the unique symbol of nationhood and na-
tional unity; and, be it

‘“‘Resolved further, That the Clerk of the
Senate transmit copies of this resolution to
the Speaker of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the President of the United States
Senate and the members of the Virginia del-
egation to the Congress in order that they
may be apprised of the sense of the Virginia
General Assembly."

“*STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, H. RES. No. 28

“Whereas, There exist federal and state
penal codes to protect the flag of the United
States from desecration; and

‘“*Whereas, The flag of the United States is
a living symbol of all our freedoms, morally
obligating all responsible citizens to pre-
serve, protect and venerate the flag. Neither
our founding fathers, members of Congress
nor state legislators ever intended that any-
body should be allowed to desecrate and mu-
tilate the United States Flag; and

“Whereas, Protecting of the flag of the
United States from desecration can only be
assured by the enactment of a constitutional
amendment; therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Delegates, That
the Congress be hereby urged to propose and
adopt an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States protecting the flag of the
United States from desecration; and, be it
further

“Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of
Delegates is hereby directed to forward a
copy of this resolution to each member of
the United States Congress."”

“*STATE OF WISCONSIN, H. REs, No. 27

*‘Whereas, although the right of free ex-
pression is part of the foundation of the
United States Constitution, very carefully
drawn limits on expression in specific in-
stances have long been recognized as legiti-
mate means of maintaining public safety and
decency, as well as orderliness and produc-
tive value of public debate; and

“Whereas, certain actions, although argu-
ably related to one person’s free expression,
nevertheless raise issues concerning public
decency, public peace, and the rights of ex-
pression and sacred values of others; and

“Whereas, there are symbols of our na-
tional soul such as the Washington Monu-
ment, the United States Capitol Building,
and memorials to our greatest leaders, which
are the property of every American and are
therefore worthy of protection from desecra-
tion and dishonor; and

“Whereas, the American Flag to this day is
a most honorable and worthy banner of a na-
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tion which is thankful for its strengths and
committed to curing its faults, and remains
the destination of millions of immigrants at-
tracted by the universal power of the Amer-
ican ideal; and

‘“Whereas, the law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court no longer ac-
cords to the Stars and Stripes the reverence,
respect, and dignity befitting the banner of
that most noble experiment of a nation-
state; and

“*Whereas, it is only fitting that people ev-
erywhere should lend their voices to a force-
ful call for restoration to the stars and
stripes of a proper station under law and de-
cency: now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly, The Senate con-
curring, That the legislature of the state of
Wisconsin proposed to the congress of the
United States that procedures be instituted
in the congress to add a new article to the
constitution of the United States, and that
the state of Wisconsin requests the congress
to prepare and submit to the several states
an amendment to the constitution of the
United States, prohibiting the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States; and,
be it further

“Resolved, That a duly attested copy of
this joint resolution be immediately trans-
mitted to the president and secretary of the
senate of the United States, to the speaker
and clerk of the house of representatives of
the United States, to each member of the
congressional delegation from this state, and
to the presiding officer of each house of each
state legislature in the United States, at-
testing the adoption of this joint resolution
by the 1991 legislature of the state of Wiscon-
sin.”

““STATE OF WYOMING, ENROLLED JOINT
RESOLUTION No. 3

‘“*“Whereas, the United States Supreme
Court in the decision Teras v. Johnson, 109 S.
Ct. 2533 (1989), held that a conviction under a
state statute for flag burning as a means of
expressive conduct is inconsistent with the
First Amendment;

“Whereas, the United States Flag is a visi-
ble symbol of the nation’s fight for freedom,
signifies peace and pride of America, and is
regarded with respect and affection by mil-
lions of Americans;

“Whereas, the United States Flag is used
as a symbol of respect, pride and honor on
postal stamps, courtroom decor, ships, public
buildings and caskets of deceased membvers
of the armed forces;

“Whereas, the desecration of the United
States Flag by any means and for any reason
is disgraceful and cannot be tolerated or go
unpunished as it is offensive to the majority
of Americans who respect the ideas inspired
by the Flag and who desire to preserve the
reverence of the Flag: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the members of the Legislature
of the State of Wyoming:

“Section 1. That the Congress of the Unit-
ed States propose an amendment to the
United States Constitution for ratification
by at least three-fourths of the state legisla-
tures which grants power to the Congress
and the states to regulate, protect and pro-
hibit the desecration in any manner and for
any purpose of the United States Flag and to
impose criminal penalties.

“Sec. 2. That the Secretary of State send
copies of this resolution to the President of
the United States, the President of the Sen-
ate and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States Congress
and to each member of the Wyoming Con-
gressional Delegation.™
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(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the chair.)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to read these memorials, es-
pecially the ones from their States.
They are an inspiring record of Amer-
ica rediscovering our national symbol
and our national soul.

On Flag Day 1994, today, it is ex-
traordinary to know that the sight or
mention of our flag still has the power
to awaken the spirit of the American
patriot across this country.

Mr. President, that is my story—at
least the part of the story as far as I
know. I have a feeling that we are
about to start a mew chapter. But in
any event, there is one thing I know:
This is a story that will never end as
long as U.S. citizens have the right to
salute Old Glory. Today, I am proud to
be one of them. I honor all of those
States that have memorialized Con-
gress, and I ask the Congress to move
in the direction of recognizing a con-
stitutional amendment once and for all
to protect our great flag.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time.

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX].

THE PRESIDENT'S WELFARE
REFORM PACKAGE

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, today
will be a very historic day because
today will be remembered, I think, as
the day the President has come
through on a campaign promise to end
welfare as we know it. Today, the
President of the United States will in-
troduce his welfare reform package.

We all remember during the cam-
paign one of the things that distin-
guished candidate Bill Clinton from
many of the previous Democratic can-
didates was his willingness to tackle
difficult and tough issues. And one of
those issues that he was very forceful
and very articulate on was his commit-
ment to end welfare as we know it.

There is a lot of agreement on wel-
fare, Mr. President, in this country.
Nobody likes it. Nobody thinks it
works very well. If you talk to people
who are more fortunate, who are actu-
ally paying for our welfare programs
through their tax dollars, they will tell
you they do not think their tax dollars
are being well spent. Then if you talk
to people who are the recipients of wel-
fare, they would agree with that tax-
payer, that welfare does not serve their
needs very well at all.

So there is a general agreement, I
think, in this country, no matter where
you happen to sit, whether you are a
recipient of welfare or whether you are
paying for welfare, that the welfare
system in this country is not working
like Americans would like to see it
work.

After you have agreement by most
Americans that it is not working, you
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then have a lot of disagreement on
what should be done about it. There
are many conservatives who think that
we should spend much less money on
welfare without making any fundamen-
tal changes in how welfare works. They
would argue just spend less money and
that will solve the welfare problem.

There are liberals on the other hand,
Mr. President, who too often simply
argue or have argued for more money
to be spent in the welfare programs
without making any fundamental
changes in the welfare system as we
know it.

I think both of those approaches are
clearly wrong., Both of those ap-
proaches represent the arguments that
we have had for decades in the past on
how to change the welfare system. In
fact, neither side was arguing for real
fundamental change—to try to change
the welfare program from a program
that gives out a check to a program
that allows the recipients to earn a
check by working for it.

Mr. President, President Clinton’s
proposal today represents fundamental
changes in the welfare system as we
have known it for the past several dec-
ades. It is a major step in the right di-
rection. Some will argue that it is too
much too soon, while others will argue
it is not nearly enough and it should be
done much more quickly.

I think the concept of trying to phase
in these fundamental changes that the
President’s program is attempting to
accomplish is the right way to ap-
proach this problem. It is, hopefully,
the type of approach that will allow
both Republicans and Democrats to
come together and join forces and quit
the arguments about nothing being
done and come together with a positive
approach toward solving the problem.

I think the people who have worked
with the President very closely in this
area, particularly his assistants and
advisers—Bruce Reed, David Ellwood,
and Mary Jo Baines—have really taken
the time and effort to meet with all
types of groups and interest groups,
State program people, welfare recipi-
ents, and Members of Congress and,
yes, they have met with Democrats
and, yes, they have met with Repub-
licans to try and see where everybody
is coming from, to try to put together
on paper a proposal that has a real op-
portunity to pass and get signed into
law this year. And also, at the same
time, I think they have looked at a
program that will get the job done.
They are to be given a great deal of
credit, and the President is to be given
a great deal of credit for insisting that
this new proposal be done and intro-
duced in this Congress and, hopefully,
adopted and signed into law in this
Congress.

First of all, the President's proposal
calls for term limits. Some say, no,
term limits are bad and you are going
to cut people off of welfare. I think I
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work better when I think there is a
time limit within which I have to get
something done. I think we are all like
that if we know there is no deadline for
turning in a school paper, or finishing
work on a piece of legislation, or end-
ing debate here in the Senate if we
know we can go on forever and ever. I
think the same thing is true about wel-
fare.

The President has proposed that all
new welfare recipients born in 1972 or
later, who would be under 22 years old
in 1994, would be subject to these new
time limits on receiving welfare bene-
fits. They know they will have to be in-
volved in a program to seek job train-
ing and education and get their high
school diploma, because after 2 years,
they are going to be cut off of the wel-
fare rolls. I will guarantee you that if
someone knows there is a time limit
within which they have to accomplish
something, the chances are that they
are going to be more diligent, more ac-
tive, and more aggressive in training
themselves and taking advantage of
those benefits that are being offered in
order to put them into a position of
getting off of welfare and start earning
a check instead of just getting a check.

The program that the President has
proposed also calls for new, tough sanc-
tions on welfare parents who refuse to
play by these new rules. It is not
enough just to have new rules if you do
not have an enforcement mechanism.
The proposal says clearly that people
in these programs must stay in school,
work, must look for work, or attend
job training. If they do not, they are
going to be subject to suspension from
welfare and run the risk of losing half
of their grants. That is going to be a
real strong incentive for people who
participate in the program to get off of
welfare instead of staying on. It ends
welfare as a way of life and introduces
the concept that people should work
for a check and that the Government
cannot continue to just give them a
check.

It also calls for a great deal of State
flexibility. We in Washington clearly
do not know all of the answers to all of
the problems. The President's proposal
gives great flexibility to the States to
design the type of program that best
fits their particular needs. What works
in Louisiana may not work in New
York, and what works in New York
may not work in California, and you
can say that for every State. So we do
not need a national bureaucratic set of
regulations when it comes to different
types of requirements under the wel-
fare program. Let us set the broad
guidelines but let the States design the
work programs and the training pro-
grams that can best fit their needs.

In addition, it calls for strong child
support enforcement mechanisms at a
time in our country’s history when we
see the breakdown of the family, more
and more divorces in families, and we
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see more and more children being born
every day into families without a fa-
ther, with a single parent, maybe do
not know where the father happens to
be, or paternity has not been proven.
We absolutely have to address this
problem on a national level.

Under the President’s proposal, we
will be required to name and to help
find a child's father before receiving
benefits. Hospitals will be required to
establish paternity at birth when the
child is born in their facility. For fa-
thers who refuse to pay, wages will be
withheld from their paychecks where
they are working, and professional and
occupational driver’s licenses will also
be suspended. There are going to be
some tough enforcement mechanisms
that will go into effect under the Clin-
ton welfare reform proposal.

In order to try and get absentee fa-
thers to recognize their obligation to
support the child they have fathered,
the legislation will allow the States to
require the absentee parents to partici-
pate in work programs. We have never
been able to address the question of ab-
sentee fathers. We have a handle on
mothers because we can say: You are
not going to get the welfare check un-
less you participate in the program.
But for every mother, there is obvi-
ously a father somewhere whom we
have not been able to reach out to and
bring in and say: Yes, you have an obli-
gation and you must work and, yes,
you must pay for this child support. It
is not just the burden of the mother or
the burden of the Government to take
care of your children. Absentee fathers
will have a real responsibility to par-
ticipate in helping to solve this prob-
lem.

S0 we will hear a lot of debate. Lib-
erals will say: It is too striet, too soon,
too much requirements. Conservatives
will say: It is not enough, and the only
thing we need to do is cut off the
money and the problem will be solved.

Well, we have tried that for decades,
Mr. President, and that obviously has
not proved to be the answer. The Presi-
dent has come up with a step-by-step
approach to this problem, and it is one
that I think merits our consideration.
As a member of the Finance Commit-
tee which has jurisdiction over legisla-
tion of this nature, I say that we in-
tend to move as aggressively as we pos-
sibly can. Our chairman, Senator Moy-
NIHAN, had made an incredibly impor-
tant contribution to welfare reform in
the late 1980's with the Family Support
Act. Under his leadership and with the
help of Members on both sides of the
aisle, we have the ability to make a
difference.

I think the President's proposal is a
very important step, a very important
recommendation. All of the essential
ingredients of real reform are con-
tained in this proposal. I commend it
to all of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle.
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I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. THUR-
MOND] is recognized.

COMMEMORATION OF FLAG DAY,
JUNE 14, 1994

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 217
years ago today, the United States was
engaged in its War for independence. I
note that the American Continental
Army, now the U.S. Army, was estab-
lished by the Continental Congress,
just 2 years earlier on June 14, 1775. I
express my congratulations to the U.S.
Army on its 219th birthday.

At the start of that war, American
colonists fought under a variety of
local flags. The Continental Colors, or
Grand Union Flag, was the unofficial
national flag from 1775-77. This flag
had 13 alternating red and white
stripes, with the English flag in the
upper left corner.

Following the publication of the Dec-
laration of Independence, it was no
longer appropriate to fly a banner con-
taining the British flag. Accordingly,
on June 14, 1777, the Continental Con-
gress passed a resolution that ‘‘the
Flag of the United States be 13 stripes
alternate red and white, and the Union
be 13 stars white in a blue field rep-
resenting a new constellation.”

No record exists as to why the Con-
tinental Congress adopted the now-fa-
miliar red, white, and blue. A later ac-
tion by the Congress, convened under
the Articles of Confederation, may pro-
vide an appropriate interpretation on
the use of these colors. Five years after
adopting the flag resolution, in 1782, a
resolution regarding the Great Seal of
the United States contained a state-
ment on the meanings of the colors:
red—for hardiness and courage; white—
for purity and innocence; and blue—for
vigilance, perseverance, and justice.

The stripes, symbolic of the Thirteen
Original Colonies, were similar to the
five red and four white stripes on the
flag of the Sons of Liberty, an early co-
lonial flag. The stars of the first na-
tional flag after 1777 were arranged in a
variety of patterns. The most popular
design placed the stars in alternating
rows of three or two stars. Another flag
placed 12 stars in a circle with the 13th
star in the center. A now popular
image of a flag of that day, although it
was rarely used at the time, placed the
13 stars in a circle.

Mr. President, as our country has
grown, the stars and stripes have un-
dergone necessary modifications. Al-
terations include the addition, then de-
letion, of stripes; and the addition and
rearrangement of the field of stars.

While our Star-Spangled Banner has
seen changes, the message it represents
is constant. That message is one of pa-
triotism and respect, wherever the flag
is found flying. Henry Ward Beecher, a
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prominent 19th century clergyman and
lecturer stated:

A thoughtful mind, when it sees a nation’s
flag, sees not the flag only, but the nation it-
self; and whatever may be its symbols, its in-
signia, he reads chiefly in the flag the Gov-
ernment, the principles, the truths, and the
history which belong to the nation that sets
it forth.

0ld Glory represents the land, the
people, the Government and the ideals
of the United States, no matter when
or where it is displayed throughout the
world—in land battle, the first such oc-
currence being August 16, 1777 at the
Battle of Bennington; on a U.S. Navy
ship, such as the Ranger, under the
command of John Paul Jones in No-
vember 1777; or in Antarctica, in 1840,
on the pilot boat Flying Fish of the
Charles Wilkes expedition.

The flag has proudly represented our
Republic beyond the Earth and into the
heavens. The stirring images of Neil
Armstrong and Edwin Aldrin saluting
the flag on the Moon, on July 20, 1969
moved the Nation to new heights of pa-
triotism and national pride.

Mr. President, today we pause to
commemorate our Nation's most clear
symbol—our flag. An early account of a
day of celebration of the flag was re-
ported by the Hartford Courant sug-
gested an observance was held through-
out the State of Connecticut in 1861.
The origin of our modern Flag Day is
often traced to the work of Bernard
Cigrand, who in 1885 held his own ob-
servance of the flag's birthday in his
one-room schoolhouse in Waubeka, WIL.
This began his decades-long campaign
for a day of national recognition of the
flag. His advocacy for this cause was
reflected in numerous newspaper arti-
cles, books, magazines and lectures of
the day. His celebrated pamphlet on
“Laws and Customs Regulating the Use
of the Flag of the United States,” re-
ceived wide distribution.

His petition to President Woodrow
Wilson for a national observance was
rewarded with a Presidential proclama-
tion designating June 14, 1916 as Flag
Day. On a prior occasion President Wil-
son noted:

Things that the flag stands for were cre-
ated by the experience of a great people, Ev-
erything that it stands for was written by
their lives. The flag is the embodiment, not
of sentiment, but of history. It represents
the experiences made by men and women,
the experiences of those who do and live
under the flag.

Mr. President, it is appropriate that
we pause today, on this Flag Day, to
render our respect and honor to the
symbol of our Nation, and to review
our commitment to the underlying
principles it represents. Today, let us
reflect on the deeds and sacrifices of
those who have gone before and the
legacy they left to us. Let us ponder
our own endeavors and the inheritance
we will leave to future generations.

Finally, as we commemorate the her-
itage our flag represents, may we as a
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nation pledge not only our allegiance,
but also our efforts to furthering the
standards represented by its colors—
courage, virtue, perseverance, and jus-
tice. Through these universal concepts,
We the People can ensure better lives
for ourselves and our children, for
these are the characteristics of great-
ness. In doing so, we can move closer to
the goal so well stated by Daniel Web-
ster at the laying of the cornerstone of
the Bunker Hill Monument on June 17,
1825. On that occasion he said:

Let our object be our country, our whole
country, and nothing but our country. And,
by the blessing of God, may that country it-
self become a vast and splendid monument,
not of oppression and terror, but of Wisdom,
of Peace, and of Liberty, upon which the
world may gaze with admiration forever.

Mr. President, today I encourage my
colleagues and all Americans to take
note of the history and meaning of this
14th day of June. We celebrate our flag,
observing its 217th birthday, and the
219-year-old Army which has so proud-
ly and valiantly defended it and our
great Nation.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN]
is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

WELFARE REFORM

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, in a
short while, I believe in about an hour,
President Clinton will be unveiling his
welfare reform proposal in Kansas City.

I rise to thank the President for the
leadership he has shown by making
this proposal because he is putting
forth a proposal that is tough, that is
sensible, and that I believe will be ef-
fective.

Mr. President, with his emphasis on
work, family, and responsibility, Presi-
dent Clinton will give us today a blue-
print that really will change welfare as
we know it and really will end welfare
as a way of life.

I think we have to start by facing
some hard facts as we talk about this
issue. Welfare, as we know it in Amer-
ica today, is a disaster for the people
who are on it, as well as for the rest of
us who pay for it.

Under our system of welfare, if you
are born to an unmarried teenage
mother who has not finished high
school, which is usually the case, the
odds are you will spend the rest of your
childhood in poverty. Although 70 per-
cent of those on welfare leave within 2
years, the sad fact is that most of
them, and I say that specifically, most
of them will eventually return to the
welfare rolls.

Welfare has become a revolving door
of poverty for generation after genera-
tion of the same American families,
and its failure has a relationship di-
rectly to so many of the other serious
problems facing our country today,
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from illiteracy to crime, from illegit-
imacy to unemployment.

Mr. President, we all know there has
been a great deal of debate within the
Clinton administration about the scope
and shape of the President’'s welfare re-
form plan. I was among those who
urged the President to hang tough and
produce a plan that offers meaningful
change.

Today I rise to say to my colleagues
in the Senate that the President has
fulfilled his promise to the American
people and remained true to his own
beliefs by giving us a plan that will end
welfare as we know it.

As a result of the President’s leader-
ship today, millions of Americans in
years ahead will be moving off of wel-
fare, either by working hard and earn-
ing an education and a job, or by being
kicked off of welfare for failing to play
by the same rules that most of Amer-
ica plays by.

The features of the President’s wel-
fare reform plan that I believe make a
great deal of common sense and should
have broad support in the Congress and
the Nation are as follows:

A requirement that people who go on
welfare start their search for work on
day one when they apply for welfare.
Too often the system has become one
of paperwork for determining eligi-
bility for welfare. What we ought to be
doing in the system from the day a per-
son applies is figuring out how we can
find that person a job.

The President’'s program also in-
cludes a time limit of 2 years for most
people on welfare. A good proposal, a
so-called 2-years-and-out proposal. But
do not be confused by it. The focus of
this program is not to give people 2
years of a free ride on welfare. The
focus of the President’s program is to
say from the day somebody walks into
the welfare office to apply for welfare,
‘“How are we, working together, going
to find you a job and a better way of
life for our country and your kids?”

In the President’s program, parents
who do not stay in school, look for
work, or refuse to go to job training
will have welfare payments taken
away.

Anyone who turns down a private
sector job will be removed from the
welfare rolls.

In another area of real concern, ille-
gitimacy and the irresponsibility of fa-
thers of the out-of-wedlock children,
hospitals will have to establish the
identity of every child born, and the
mothers will be required to name and
help find their child’s father or else
they will not receive welfare benefits.

States will be allowed to limit addi-
tional benefits for children born of par-
ents on welfare; in other words, cap-
ping those benefits after the first child,
as some States are already doing.

Fathers who refuse to pay child sup-
port will be subject to harsher pen-
alties, including suspension of their
driver’s license.
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Welfare offices will be streamlined,
with funding levels tied to the ability
of welfare workers to help people on
welfare find jobs and get child support.

Many people on welfare will be able
to get the support they need to join the
work force, including job training,
child care, and job search assistance.

And perhaps long-term, as important
as anything else, this program of Presi-
dent Clinton's begins a national cam-
paign—I would call it a national cru-
sade—against teenage pregnancy,
which must go hand in hand with our
welfare reform efforts. If we want to
change welfare as a way of life, we have
to deal with out-of-wedlock births. Be-
cause the simple fact is that a family
qualifies for welfare when there is no
father in the house, when a child is
born to a family without a parent—al-
most always the father—in the house,
and that is what we must stop.

We must make it clear that these
births out of wedlock are not only mor-
ally wrong, they are sociologically and
personally devastating, particularly to
the children and also to the rest of so-
ciety that bears not only the payments
for those children but the consequences
of their impossible childhood which
often expresses itself in criminal be-
havior.

This campaign against teen preg-
nancy must begin with the Govern-
ment, but the Government has to in-
volve religious leaders, the private sec-
tor, schools, and families to turn the
tide against this devastating, out-
rageous number of children born to un-
married teenage parents.

Simply put, Mr. President, we must
infuse America’s welfare system with
the values that made America great—
family, faith, responsibility, and hard
work, Welfare must reinforce and re-
construct families. It must reward re-
sponsibility and it must result in work.
President Clinton's plan does all of
that.

Now, I know it will not get through
the legislative process unchanged. I,
myself, expect to introduce some
amendments to the President's pro-
gram. But the plan that he is announc-
ing in Kansas City today must be the
beginning of an effort that passes wel-
fare reform in this Congress—and the
sooner the better—the sooner we can
give the American people a system of
welfare that is nothing more than tem-
porary aid for those who have no job,
not a permanent trap for those who
have no hope, the better America will
be.
Mr. President, finally, in March of
this year, I introduced the Welfare Re-
form Through State Innovation Act. I
am very proud and grateful that some
of its provisions are in the President’'s
plan; some others are not. They are de-
signed to complement the administra-
tion's national changes in welfare by
giving the States wider latitude to ex-
periment with the kinds of cutting-
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edge reform ideas that, frankly, are not
ready to be implemented at the na-
tional level because we do know what
impact they will have on people’s lives.

I hope that, as we consider and pass
a national welfare reform plan, we will
include in it such ideas for State ex-
periments. In that way, we can prepare
the way for additional national
changes in the years to come and build
on the critical and courageous process
of national welfare reform that Presi-
dent Clinton begins today.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
I yield the floor.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1994

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
vote on my amendment numbered 1776
at 3 p.m. today; that, upon the disposi-
tion of that amendment, the Senate
vote on Senator D'’AMATO’s amendment
numbered 1775, as amended, if amend-
ed; that the preceding occur without
any intervening action or debate; and
that the time for debate between now
and 3 p.m. be equally divided between
Senator D'AMATO and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing none, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am I
correct in my understanding that,
under a previous order, the Senate will
be in recess between 12:30 p.m. and 2:30
p.m. to accommodate the respective
party conferences?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. MITCHELL. Accordingly, Mr.
President, the time between now and
12:30 and then again between 2:30 and 3
will be for debate on the pending
amendments, my amendment and that
of Senator D'AMATO, and the time will
be controlled by Senator D'’AMATO and
myself.

I note my colleague from Iowa is
standing. Does he wish to address this
subject?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I have no objection.
I was hoping for 6 minutes for morning
business. That is all.

Mr. D’AMATO. I have no objection to
that.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, does
the Senator from New York yield 10
minutes of his time to the Senator
from Iowa?

Mr. D’AMATO. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized as in
morning business for 10 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. First of all, I thank
the distinguished majority leader and
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my colleague from New York for their
indulgence.

GAO REPORT ON THE ADVANCED
CRUISE MISSILE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
want to speak about a General Ac-
counting Office report just out that
deals with the advanced cruise missile,
the ACM program.

This is a continuation of a series of
speeches on how the ACM program has
been mismanaged by the Air Force.

The GAO report verifies and confirms
my worst fears and suspicions, those
fears and suspicions expressed last year
and earlier this year.

The GAO report is entitled ‘‘Strate-
gic Cruise Missiles: Issues Regarding
Advanced Cruise Missile Program Re-
structuring.” If anybody wants to read
it, and I hope they will, it is report No.
94-145, dated May 31 of this year.

The pick-and-shovel work on this re-
port, Mr. President, was done by a Mr.
Matt Monigin.

Mr. Mongin is one of GAQO's best
auditors—along with Mr. Larry
Logsdon, who works in another part of
GAO.

Mr. Mongin and Mr. Logsdon like to
get on the audit trail and stay there
until they get to the heart of the prob-
lem and crack the nut. They are very
effective. They are always thorough
and careful to document each point.
Their audit results are always precise
and very much to the point.

This report is no exception. All the
key points are there.

Unfortunately, I am sorry to say, you
have to dig a little bit to find the meat
in the report.

The sharp point on Mr. Mongin’s
spear was ground down during the cum-
bersome GAO inside review process.

This report was heavily massaged by
the higher ups at GAO headquarters
like Mr. Rob Stolba, who may have a
bad case of weak knees when it comes
to really criticizing what is wrong at
the Defense Department.

But it does not matter. Every point
that needs to be made about the mis-
management of the ACM Program is
there. Of course, you just have to work
a little harder to find it, thanks to Mr.
Stolba and company.

This is how I read that report. The
Air Force experienced serious cost
overruns in the fiscal year 1987 and 1988
production contracts on the ACM. Gen-
eral Dynamics was the contractor. Un-
fortunately, the Air Force had no
money to cover the cost overruns; the
Air Force had exhausted all the money
in those accounts and was thus in vio-
lation of the Anti-Deficiency Act. And
the Air Force knew about the money
shortfall even before the contract was
signed.

The Air Force is required by law to
report and to investigate any violation
of the Anti-Deficiency Act, and it is
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supposed to request a deficiency appro-
priation from the Congress so we keep
our hands on the purse strings.

The Air Force did none of these. It
ignored the law. Instead, the Air Force
developed a devious, destructive and
wasteful plan to conceal a violation of
this law. The Air Force is still continu-
ing to hide the violation, even this
very day.

In May 1992, the Air Force began ter-
minating contracts to generate cash to
pay the contractors for the cost over-
runs way back there in the 1987 and
1988 contracts. The Air Force had bills
to pay. They had no money to pay
them. Obligations exceeded available
appropriations.

That is a serious matter for any man-
ager. So the Air Force terminated the
fiscal years 1990, 1991, and 1992 produc-
tion contracts to pay the bills for the
in 1987 and 1988 contracts.

The fiscal year 1990 to 1992 missiles
were thus sacrificed to save the 1987-
and 1988-year missiles. Since the law
forbids the use of fiscal year 1990 to
1992 moneys to cover cost overruns on
fiscal year 1987-88 contracts, the Air
Force then devised a very clever money
laundering scheme.

First the Air Force terminated 1987-
88 contracts 1 day and then imme-
diately reawarded a new one to the
Very same company.

That is called ‘‘reprocurement.’” It is
a laundry operation, however. It was a
way of trying to make old work look
like new work. You douse the old work
with a little perfume and, presto, it
smells and looks like new work.

The Air Force even gave the contrac-
tor, believe this, $587,000 to relabel the
old missiles. That was another futile
attempt to make the work and the
money match up.

But that did not quite do it. You can
put a new label on an old missile but,
Mr. President, it is still an old missile.

What was the job that had to be
done? That is the question. The answer
is simple: Just plain and simple, finish
144 fiscal year 1987-88 missiles. Fiscal
year 1990 to 1992 dollars, that is 3 years,
were used to finish those 144 old mis-
siles. That is a violation of section
1501, title 31, United States Code.

The net result of this illegal maneu-
ver was the loss of 60 missiles. Can you
believe that? The loss of 60 missiles.

These missiles were partially com-
pleted when their contracts were ter-
minated. None of the terminated mis-
siles were ever completed. They were
left for scrap on the factory floor. They
remain in bonded storage at a Hughes
plant in San Diego, CA.

Now the General Accounting Office
estimates that the stored ACM mate-
rial is worth $227 million, but sug-
gested that some portion of this mate-
rial could be used for spare parts. That
does not make sense to me because
those spare parts should be excess to
requirements.
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The Air Force bought enough spares
to support all operational ACM mis-
siles. So more spares are redundant.

Having unneeded spares in no way
lessens waste and mismanagement in
the program. It just covers up a prob-
lem. The excess spares are nothing
more than ACM missiles that were
never assembled and never delivered.
The Air Force paid for all-up missiles,
but got nothing of value. That is the
bottom line—nothing of value.

The Air Force threw at least 60 ACM
missiles on a scrap heap —in effect into
a scrap heap—to conceal a blatant vio-
lation of law. That is destructive. That
is very, very wasteful. At $56 million a
shot, that amounts to at least $300 mil-
lion poured down a rat hole. When ter-
mination costs and everything else is
included, the total loss on ACM con-
tracts could easily approach $400 mil-
lion or more.

Bottom line, hence my taking time
here on the floor, is simply to call for
accountability. Those responsible for
such mismanagement and waste must
and should be identified and must and
should be removed from office. They
must be held accountable.

I yield the remainder of my 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from New York [Mr.
D'AMATO] is recognized.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1994

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, the
question of Thearings into the
Whitewater affair is once again before
us. I think there are some very real
and very legitimate issues that have to
be considered. That is why I am going
to take some time to speak to the issue
of why I believe the majority leader’s
amendment is deficient. It is not, I be-
lieve, the way in which to have real
oversight hearings. It is a pretense, and
it falls significantly short of the stand-
ards which the Senate has used repeat-
edly.

Today, the American people are
going to learn whether or not Congress,
controlled by the Democratic Party, is
capable of fulfilling its comnstitutional
oversight responsibilities when there is
a Democrat in the White House. The
American people, who have watched
the Congress during the past 12 years
of Republican administrations, know
only too well that Congress is capable
of thorough, comprehensive, and exten-
sive oversight. Indeed, over the 12
years of the Reagan and Bush adminis-
trations, the Congress launched full-
scale oversight activities on at least 25
occasions in an effort to scrutinize the
conduct of administration officials and
their families.
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During those 12 years of Republican
administrations, there were impas-
sioned speeches by Democratic Mem-
bers of this body about the solemn obli-
gations of the Congress under the Con-
stitution to search far and wide for
truth and to lay all the facts before the
American people.

In fact, when the Senate held hear-
ings on the Iran-Contra affair, this is
what Senator MITCHELL said.

We have a solemn responsibility to present
all the facts, to bring the full truth to the
American people as thoroughly and as fairly
and as promptly as possible.

He went on to say,

It is now time to begin the process of lay-
ing the facts before the American people, If,
when we finish these hearings, they know
the truth, we have been successful.

I suggest that we use this same
standard.

During those 12 years of Republican
administrations there were several
independent counsel investigations.
Never once during that time did the
Democrats in Congress suggest that
Congress should step aside and abandon
or postpone its constitutional over-
sight responsibilities while the inde-
pendent counsel conducted an inves-
tigation. Never once during that time
did the Democrats in Congress suggest
that the independent counsel should be
able to dictate the scope or the timing
of congressional oversight activities.

Today, the American people who
watched Congress over the past 12
years of the Republican administra-
tions are not going to believe their
eyes or their ears. Because today, the
same Democrats that stood steadfastly
behind the principle that Congress has
an independent obligation to inves-
tigate the facts and to lay the truth be-
fore the American people are probably
going to support a coverup, a white-
wash, a phony and transparent effort to
engage in sham oversight activities.

Mr. President, that is exactly what
would take place if we proceeded under
the methodology suggested by the
amendment that is now being consid-
ered. Today, Americans are going to
see our Democratic colleagues support
an amendment authorizing oversight
activities into the Whitewater affair
that is so limited and so unfair, that it
would have been rejected out of hand
by the same Democrats during the past
12 years of Republican administrations.

Today I am going to ask my col-
leagues in the Senate and the Amer-
ican people to engage in their own
oversight of this amendment and let
them decide whether or mnot this
amendment provides for the same thor-
ough, fair, and prompt oversight of a
Democratic administration that was
demanded during the 12 years of Repub-
lican administrations.

During Republican administrations,
the majority leader’'s amendment
would have called for, and I quote: “‘An
investigation into, and a study of, all
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matters which have any tendency to
reveal the full facts about the
Whitewater affair’.

Let me give an example. You might
ask, “Isn't it overreaching to call for
an investigation and a study into all
matters which have any tendency to
reveal the full facts about the
Whitewater affair?’’ The response is no.
As a matter of fact, that standard was
used for prior investigations. The lim-
ited scope described in this amendment
is a farce. There is nothing in this
amendment that gives us the ability to
look into any matter developed at the
hearing.

For example:

The Senate Iran-Contra Committee was
given the authority to investigate and study
any activity, circumstance, material, or
transaction having a tendency to prove or
disprove that any person engaged in any ille-
gal, improper, unauthorized or unethical
conduct in connection with the shipment of
arms to Iran or the use of proceeds from
arms sales to provide assistance to the Nica-
raguan rebels.

Listen to those words: “Any activity,
circumstance, material, or transaction
having a tendency to prove or dis-
prove."”

In this amendment before the Senate,
here we have a piece of sterile,
stripped-down legislation which au-
thorizes us to do what?

It authorizes us to:

* * % (a) lopok into communications be-
tween officials of the White House and the
Department of Treasury or the Resolution
Trust Corporation relating to Whitewater;
(b), the Park Service police investigation
into the death of Vince Foster; (c), the way
in which White House officials handled docu-
ments in the Office of the White House Dep-
uty Counsel, Vince Foster, at the time of his
death; and then make such findings of fact as
are warranted and appropriate.

This is a travesty. This does not con-
stitute real oversight or real investiga-
tion. If we wanted to simply whitewash
the issues, we could simply accept
whatever findings the special counsel
put forth. Why do we not simply wait
for him to complete his investigation,
say that we have no jurisdiction in this
matter and be bound by his findings?
Then we would be surrendering our
constitutional responsibilities.

Let me refer to another committee,
the Senate Watergate Committee,
which was specifically authorized to in-
vestigate—and let me quote:

Any activities, materials or transactions
having a tendency to prove or disprove that
persons engaged in any illegal or improper or
unethical activities in connection with the
Presidential election of 1972.

And yet, my colleagues in the Senate
and the American people will search
the amendment at the desk in vain for
any reference to an investigation or
study, let alone an investigation or
study of all matters which have a tend-
ency to reveal the full facts.

Do we want the full facts? Do we
really want them, or are we so des-
perate to keep anything that might be
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embarrassing to the administration
from coming forth? Because this Sen-
ator wants the full facts revealed, this
Senator must oppose this amendment.

I have no illusions. I understand
what is going to happen. It is going to
be a party-line vote, and we are going
to adopt this amendment. I will then
be forced to offer a number of amend-
ments—some 47 that we have drafted—
to the bill so that we can attempt to
put forth a methodology for the hear-
ings.

This canard—and it is—should stop,
and we should develop a methodology
of going forth using the same meth-
odology that we have used in the past,
with basically the same Kkind of ratios
on the committee, not 11 to 8. I will ad-
dress that issue also.

It appears that the congressional au-
thority to investigate matters dealing
with Presidents are gone, now that a
Republican administration is gone. On
March 17, 98 Senators said that it was
the sense of the Senate that there
should be ‘“‘appropriate congressional
oversight, including hearings on all
matters—and I repeat—all matters re-
lated to Madison Guaranty Savings and
Loan, Whitewater Development Cor-
poration, and Capital Management
Services, Inc."

Yet, today, the majority leader will
urge his Democratic colleagues to sup-
port an amendment that fails to cover
all matters relating to Whitewater,
Madison, and Capital Management, In-
deed, it only covers three very, very
limited areas.

My Senate colleagues and the Amer-
ican people should ask whether Demo-
crats in Congress would accept over-
sight hearings with such a limited
scope if there was a Republican Presi-
dent in the White House. Of course not.
Yet, they will probably support it
today.

The amendment being considered ap-
pears to acknowledge that there are at
least six committees or subcommittees
in the Senate with oversight respon-
sibilities over issues raised by the
Whitewater affair: The Banking Com-
mittee, the Small Business Committee,
the Judiciary Committee, the Finance
Committee, the Public Lands and
Parks Subcommittees, and the Perma-
nent Investigation Subcommittee.

During Republican administrations,
if the Senate was to engage in serious
oversight involving all of these various
committees and subcommittees with
legitimate constitutional oversight re-
sponsibilities, I think the majority
leader’'s amendment probably would
have called for the establishment of a
select committee with either equal or
closely bipartisan membership. In 1991,
when the Senate established a select

committee to look into the issue of ~

POW-MIA’s left in Vietnam, it created
a bipartisan committee with six Demo-
crats and six Republicans.

The 1982 select committee created to
investigate the undercover activities of
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the Justice Department was also bipar-
tisan, with four Democrats and four
Republicans.

The 1987 Iran-Contra investigation
was conducted by a Senate select com-
mittee of 11 members, six Democrats
and five Republicans. The Senate cre-
ated a special subcommittee of the Ju-
diciary in 1980 to look into the links
between Billy Carter and Libya. The
subcommittee had five Democrats and
four Republicans.

1 quote these so that we can look at
precedents and what has been the es-
tablished norm. Notice, Mr. President,
we are talking about committees ei-
ther totally balanced or committees
with ratios giving to the majority one
more member than the minority.

The 1975 select committee investigat-
ing alleged improper activities by our
intelligence agencies was composed of,
again, six Democrats and five Repub-
licans.

The Senate Watergate Committee
was composed of four Democrats and
three Republicans.

So I think there is ample precedent
to suggest that we not have a commit-
tee with an 11-to-8 ratio. Yet, the ap-
pointment pending today requires that
the Whitewater hearings be conducted
in the Banking Committee, which has
11 Democrats and eight Republicans.
No other committee in the Senate has
a larger difference between the number
of Democrat members and Republican
members. Similarly, there is ample
precedent to suggest that we have a
committee that is authorized to do the
work of the people, to investigate all
relevant material and all facts derived,
and to follow any leads from the com-
mittee's work.

In light of the refusal to come forth
with a bipartisan select committee,
which was suggested by the Republican
leader, the American people might con-
clude that the Democrats in Congress
want to ensure that they control the
conduct and outcome of Whitewater
oversight hearings by insisting that
the Democrats have a three-vote mar-
gin over Republicans.

The majority leader is likely to sug-
gest that the Banking Committee is
the logical choice for holding
Whitewater hearings because of its ju-
risdiction over issues dealing with the
failure of Madison Guaranty. But the
majority leader's amendment prevents
the Banking Committee from examin-
ing any issues relating to the failure of
Madison Guaranty. If you realized the
scope of Madison Guaranty and its fail-
ure, there is no language that gives the
Banking Committee the ability to real-
ly examine the causes of what took
place.

Indeed, the amendment insists that
the hearings be held in the Banking
Committee, even though two of the
three issues that can be examined
under the amendment deal, first, with
the Park Service investigation of the
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death of Vince Foster under the juris-
diction of the Energy Committee and
second, the way in which White House
officials handled documents in the of-
fice of Vince Foster, which is under the
jurisdiction of the Judiciary Commit-
tee and the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee.

My Senate colleagues and the Amer-
ican people should ask whether the
Banking Committee was chosen be-
cause of its expertise in these areas or
because the Democrats have a larger
majority of members in that commit-
tee.

During a Republican administration,
the majority Ileader’s amendment
would have made certain that congres-
sional oversight committees had access
to all of the information necessary to
conduct a complete investigation. Dur-
ing a Republican administration, this
amendment would have contained an
express provision granting authority to
order Federal and State governments
to produce all relevant documents. The
amendment would have also contained
an express provision granting access to
any relevant evidence in the control of
the Government.

These specific authorities are not
something that I have created, Mr.
President. These specific authorities
were given to the Senate Select Com-
mittee investigating Iran-Contra, the
select committee to investigate the
Justice Department's undercover ac-
tivities, established in 1982, and the
Senate Select Committee investigating
Watergate. Yet, today, these specific
powers, which are absolutely necessary
if one is going to hold a real and mean-
ingful oversight hearing, are absent.

To what conclusion can one come? I
would say that the only difference
today is that we have a Democrat in
the White House. The amendment at
hand ignores prior precedent. It should
have contained these express provi-
sions empowering us to gather infor-
mation from others and give us access
to relevant documents. It seems to me
that when the Senate established the
Select Committee on Iran-Contra, it
concluded with a similar statement en-
couraging the committee to obtain in-
formation acquired or developed by
other investigatory bodies, and that di-
rective is missing in this amendment.
1t should be here. Why should not evi-
dence or facts developed by other rel-
evant investigatory bodies, whether
they be State or Federal, not be avail-
able to the Congress?

During Republican administrations,
this amendment would have contained
a provision requesting the independent
counsel to make relevant evidence
available to the oversight committees
to assist the Congress in conducting a
thorough investigation in an expedi-
tious fashion.

Now, I do not just say it would have
been for no reason. Let me tell you
why I come to this conclusion. Because
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such a provision in the resolution es-
tablishing the Senate Iran-Contra Se-
lect Committee in 1987 existed but it is
not here. Why? What is different? Have
our responsibilities changed? Has the
Constitution changed? No. The only
difference is that there is a Democrat
in the White House and so now we do
not empower the Congress to do what
it has done for 20-plus years.

Today, my Senate colleagues would
search the majority leader’s amend-
ment in vain for any indication that
the independent counsel should make
available his evidence to the
Whitewater Oversight Committee. You
mean to tell me if he has developed in-
formation that could aid and assist us,
information that might not be of a
criminal nature but would be impor-
tant to this committee and its work,
that with the millions of dollars which
will be spent for and by the independ-
ent counsel, the people should not have
access through their representatives
and through a special committee to re-
view that information and to deter-
mine whether or not there are relevant
facts that should be put forth?

Mr. President, it is time for my Sen-
ate colleagues and the American people
to ask, would the Democrats in Con-
gress accept an amendment with all
these glaring deficiencies if they were
conducting oversight hearings with a
Republican President in the White
House? I do not think so. As a matter
of fact, they never have. Perhaps if the
Senate for just one moment could pre-
tend that there was a Republican in
the White House, then it could deter-
mine what should be the authorizing
scope of the committee. Should it have
access to relevant documents con-
tained by State officials and by others
and information developed by special
counsel? If the Senate could pretend
that there was a Republican in the
White House then possibly they could
muster the courage to vote to defeat
this amendment instead of merely pre-
tending to provide a thorough and fair
Whitewater oversight hearing.

The amendment at hand is a pre-
tense, and it is a poor one. It does not
do this body or the American people
justice. It does not empower us to con-
duct fair, thorough, and impartial
hearings. And it is a very poor pretense
at that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BREAUX). Who yields time?

Mr. D'AMATO. I yield whatever time
the Senator from Missouri needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator controls 12% minutes. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. I thank
my ranking member for his great lead-
ership on this issue and also for his
kindness in allocating me some time.

Mr. President, I wish to spend a few
minutes discussing the amendment of-
fered by the Democratic leader. As ob-

(Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

servers of this debate should know by
now, we have before us one serious pro-
posal to fulfill our constitutional over-
sight responsibilities and hold full and
complete hearings on the Whitewater-
Madison affair and related activities.
And we have a substitute proposal of-
fered by the Senate majority leader
which should not be considered serious.
One proposal says look at the facts.
The other says look only at these se-
lect facts. Do not ask anything beyond
that and do not ask about motives or
purposes or content or background.

The serious proposal, that of the Sen-
ator from New York, understands that
to limit the scope of the hearings is to
continue the stonewalling. The sham
proposal understands that as well but
apparently it hopes to get away with
it.

Let me go over what the Mitchell fig
leaf amendment would allow those of
us on the Banking Committee to do.
We could:

Conduct hearings on whether improper
conduct occurred regarding the three follow-
ing issues:

(A) Communications between officials of
the White House, the Department of Treas-
ury and the Resolution Trust Corporation re-
lating to the Whitewater Development Cor-
poration and Madison Guaranty Savings and
Loan Association;

(B) The Park Service Police investigation
into the death of White House Deputy Coun-
sel Vincent Foster; and

(C) The way in which White House officials
handled documents in the office of White
House Deputy Counsel Vincent Foster at the
time of his death.

And then we can make such findings
of fact which are warranted and appro-
priate.

What does that mean? Let me review
the point, First, communications. The
Mitchell amendment would allow us to
ask gquestions about the heads-up brief-
ing given by Secretary Altman to
White House officials. We could ask po-
tentially why he was interfering with
the special prosecutor’s investigation
by having this meeting, any subse-
quent phone calls 2 weeks after the spe-
cial counsel was appointed. We could
ask to whom he talked, when, and who
made the decision to brief the White
House.

We could then question Treasury
Counsel Jean Hanson about her im-
proper briefings about the RTC crimi-
nal referral. We could ask who briefed
her, who else discussed the referrals,
who asked for the briefings. We could
ask who directed her to inform the
White House, who initiated the con-
tacts, and who else she may have
talked to about the criminal referrals.
But we could not ask what was in the
referrals. We could not ask why the tip
offs and heads up were so important
that Federal officials would violate
their own procedures in order to di-
vulge information. If I were to ask:
Well, what was in the referrals that
was worth jeopardizing your career, it
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would be totally in order under the
Mitchell amendment for the chairman
of the Banking Committee to say:
Sorry, out of order; it does not pertain
to the communications. It pertains to
the content.

We could also not follow up on ques-
tions I asked this past February about
whether the RTC has a special system
for handling politically sensitive cases,
as we now know they do. But when was
it developed? How often is it used?
Were other politically connected peo-
ple given special treatment as the First
Family?

This line of questions is clearly rel-
evant to how the RTC does its job and
how it may or may not have fallen
down on the job in the Madison Guar-
anty case. But the Mitchell amend-
ment would not allow these legitimate
background-setting questions to be
asked.

What about the Department of Jus-
tice? At the time of the second briefing
at the White House, Justice had the
criminal referrals. Do you mean to tell
me that when we hold these hearings
to get at the facts we cannot ask the
simple question: Did anyone at the
White House talk to anyone at the De-
partment of Justice about these refer-
rals? How ludicrous is that?

This administration has shown they
were willing to take extraordinary
steps to manage and control the
Whitewater-Madison case. They had a
team of people at Treasury keeping
tabs on it. How do we know there was
not another team at Justice?

Remember Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Webb Hubbell in Little Rock or
U.S. Attorney Paula Casey? Paula
Casey handled the first RTC criminal
referral on Madison Guaranty and had
successfully buried it by deciding not
to prosecute. And the Department of
Justice had received the second refer-
ral a week before the second RTC-
Treasury White House briefing. Thus,
while the White House was meeting on
the referral, the Department of Justice
already had it. Surely, the White House
would have wanted to know what the
Justice Department was planning to
do.

So did Webb Hubbell or his staff talk
to the White House? Were there meet-
ings between Justice and the White
House? Had Justice told the White
House or the Clintons about the first
referral they had killed off? Did they
inform them about the second set?

And do not forget, after the press
brought this issue to the attention of
the country, both Webb Hubbell and
Paula Casey determined that they were
so close to the case that they both
recused themselves. However, I must
note that these recusals came a month
after Justice received the second refer-
ral—but only a week after the refer-
ral’s existence became public. So why
the delay? What instructions did they
give prior to their recusals? Did they
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violate Justice policies on recusals be-
cause of their delay? How could they
have been involved in the first refer-
ral—to such a degree that Paula Casey
made the final decision not to pros-
ecute—but then decide to bow out and
recuse themselves on the second set of
referrals? What was different in the
two instances?

Unfortunately, the Democratic lead-
er's amendment would not allow these
questions. Under the Mitchell amend-
ment, this part of the Washington
story would just stay swept under the
Tug.

Mr. President, this leads to an inter-
esting guestion. Why would this topic
not be included—instead, in fact, be
specifically excluded?

It is not part of the Arkansas portion
that Fiske continues to work on. In
fact one of the potential key players,
Webb Hubbell, has already resigned. So
if the leadership is serious about this,
as they say they are, what possible rea-
son could there be for telling Congress
that we cannot ask one question about
how Justice handled this entire mat-
ter? And even more interesting, during
our one hearing in the Banking Com-
mittee, I submitted a series of gues-
tions to the RTC asking about timing
and the handling of criminal referral.
Let me go over some of these questions
and the responses from the RTC.

Question 3B:

I am particularly troubled by the fact that
it took over a year for the RTC to receive an
official response in the initial criminal refer-
ral. Also, is it normal RTC practice to send
additional investigators for further inves-
tigation on a matter before hearing that sta-
tus of the first referral?

Answer from the RTC:

There is no standardized procedure in this
regard. Any questions concerning responses
from the Department of Justice in this mat-
ter should be directed to the Department of
Justice.

The next question has two parts to
Mr. Altman about a memo from the
Criminal Division of the Department of
Justice which concluded that the
criminal referral did not appear to war-
rant initiation of criminal questions. I
asked, A, how the decision was made.

B: Who was responsible for communicating
these decisions?

The answer, No. 4—and I will read it
in full—is as follows:

A: This question should be directed to the
Department of Justice.

B: This question should be directed to the
Department of Justice.

There were four separate responses
from the RTC saying these questions
should be directed to the Department
of Justice. But the majority leader’s
proposal continues to block us from
getting these answers from the Depart-
ment of Justice.

Now those are just a few of my con-
cerns about the communications provi-
sions of the Mitchell amendment. The
second topic is the Park Service Police
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investigation. My reading of this is we
could not ask one guestion about why
the FBI was not immediately put on
the case. We could not interview or
question the FBI agents who stood
around waiting for permission from the
White House counsel to look for evi-
dence in Foster’s office. We could not
ask whether it was the White House or
someone else who made the decision to
use the Park Police rather than the
FBI.

Instead we would be restricted to
interviewing or questioning those Park
Service personnel involved in the in-
vestigation. Again, I must ask why?

And third, and perhaps the most fla-
grant example of why the Mitchell
amendment deserves the sham label is
the category the way in which White
House officials handled documents in
the office of White House Deputy Coun-
sel Vincent Foster at the time of his
death.

This is almost the theater of the ab-
surd. For this means we could ask
whether staff used their right or left
hand to handle or pick up the files. We
could ask as to whether they were in
manila or cream colored folders? Were
they in boxes, or inside other accordion
files? Were they heavy or light? Were
they then placed in a box or other file
in order to remove them secretly? Were
they handed off to anyone? If so who?
And did that person hand them to
someone else, et cetera, et cetera.

But we could not ask the obvious
question—what was in the files? The
Mitchell amendment makes that fun-
damental question outside the scope.

Mr. President, I kind of wonder. Now
why would high level White House
staffers be searching Vince Foster’'s of-
fice hours after his death? What were
they looking for? Did they find it? Why
did they conceal this information from
the investigators? Under the Mitchell
amendment we are supposed to be
happy with the conclusion that these
were motiveless acts.

And equally important, what were
Whitewater/Madison files doing in Fos-
ter's office in the first place? Who, be-
sides Foster, knew of their existence?
Did anyone else work on them or have
access to them? These would also be
questions that would be outside the
scope under the majority leader's
amendment.

Mr. President, any fair minded per-
son who reviews this record would
come to the conclusion that the Mitch-
ell amendment is simply not serious. It
is only an effort to give lip service to
hearings, while fulfilling its real goal
of providing political cover to this ad-
ministration.

What is needed is a balanced panel,
with the authority to review the rel-
evant questions. It should coordinate
with Special Counsel Fiske, but not be
controlled by it, and it should have as
its goal placing all the facts on the
table—the whos, whats, wheres, whens,
whys and hows.
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The majority leaders proposal fails
this test.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York controls 37 sec-
onds; the majority leader controls 40
minutes, 58 seconds.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and
Members of the Senate, for several
months the public opinion polls have
shown that more than two-thirds of the
American people, over T0 percent in
some polls, believe that Senate Repub-
licans are not seriously interested in
the Whitewater matter but are doing
this for purely political purposes.

Almost every word spoken on the
floor of the Senate today by our Repub-
lican colleagues confirms that judg-
ment by the American people.

What our colleagues want is a politi-
cal circus. They are not interested in a
serious investigation. They want a po-
litical circus for two reasons.

First, as a vehicle to attack the
President. Week after week after week
we have seen the most flagrant use of
innuendo on the Senate floor as one
Republican Senator after another
makes unsubstantiated, unproven,
reckless allegations about the Presi-
dent and Mrs. Clinton, all in an effort
to talk about these hearings, all in an
effort to damage the character and rep-
utation of the President and First
Lady of the United States. That is
what is behind all this—raw partisan
politics.

The second reason for all of this dust
thrown in the air is to divert attention
from the complete absence of any Re-
publican program to address the prob-
lems confronting this country. Every
American knows the Republican posi-
tion on Whitewater. But there is not a
single American who knows the Repub-
lican position on economic growth and
creating jobs in this country, and that
is because there is not one.

I challenge any American listening
to these words today to write down
what is the Republican program for
economic growth and job creation.
There is not one.

Last year—just a year ago—we stood
on this Senate floor and debated the
President's economic plan, and the
very people who have been standing
here arguing about Whitewater stood
up and said if we passed the President’s
economic plan economic growth will go
down, the deficit will go up and unem-
ployment will go up.

We passed it, and every Republican
voted against it. And what has hap-
pened since then? It is the opposite of
what they said. Economic growth has
gone way up, unemployment has gone
way down, and the deficit has gone way
down. And as the economy has im-
proved, the faces of our Republican col-
leagues have grown longer and longer.
They do not have anything to talk
about. They do not have a program for
economic growth. They do not have a
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program for creating jobs. They do not
have a program for dealing with health
care reform.

Well, here comes manna from heaven
in the form of Whitewater. So now they
have a program. You could write the
entire Republican platform in one
word—Whitewater. That is it.

. On March 17, 98 Senators voted 98 to

0 for a resolution which said that there
should be hearings, and ‘‘The hearings
should be structured and sequenced in
such a manner that in the judgment of
the leaders they would not interfere
with the ongoing investigation of spe-
cial counsel Robert B, Fiske, Jr.”

Now my colleague from Missouri just
stood up and said, “Well, we can ask
about the referrals by the RTC but we
cannot ask about the content of the re-
ferrals.” That is exactly right, because
the special counsel has strongly urged
that there not be inquiries about the
contents of the referrals at this time
because it will jeopardize his investiga-
tion.

On March 9, in a press conference, he
said expressly that. After meeting with
the Senator from New York and other
of our colleagues, he said: “*“When they
finish the first phase of the investiga-
tion, we would have no objection to
congressional hearings at that point so
long as something can be done to pro-
tect against having the contents of the
RTC referrals themselves come out in
those hearings."

That is precisely the point.

So when the Senator from Missouri
says we want to get out the contents of
those referrals, he is contradicting his
own vote for the resolution of March 17
and directly contradicting the specific
request orally and in writing of the
special counsel. In other words, not
only are our colleagues so desperate for
political circus that they will make un-
substantiated and reckless allegations
about the President and the First Lady
of the United States, but they are pre-
pared to contradict themselves. Almost
every position taken with respect to
this resolution directly contradicts a
prior position by our Republican col-
leagues.

On the subject of the referrals, as I
have just noticed; on the subject of im-
munity; on almost every other subject
they have zigged and zagged and
flipped and flopped and have gone back
and forth. And why is that? Because
there is no consistent principle behind
their position. All they want to do is to
be able to throw sticks and stones at
the President and Mrs. Clinton. And if
it takes a zig to be able to throw stones
at the President, they will zig; if it
takes a zag to be able to throw stones
at the President, they will zag; if it
takes a flip to throw stones at the
President, they there will flip; if it
takes a flop to throw stones at the
President, they will flop. Zig and zag,
flip and flop, one position today, an-
other position tomorrow, a third posi-
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tion next day, a fourth position the
next day. There is gsimply no consistent
principle behind their views.

And that makes it clear. It is an ef-
fort to attack and undermine the char-
acter and reputation of the President
of the United States and to divert at-
tention from their own lack of any
meaningful program to deal with the
problems of this country.

Mr. President, I want to address the
question of the scope of the investiga-
tion. I have said right from the begin-
ning publicly here on the Senate floor,
in press conferences, and privately in
discussions with our colleagues that
the Congress will meet its responsibil-
ity of oversight in this matter in a se-
rious responsible way. We are not going
to participate in and condone a politi-
cal circus, as our colleagues want. We
are going to do it in a serious way.

This resolution provides for hearings
on those matters that are to be com-
pleted in the investigation of the spe-
cial counsel at this time. There can
and should be no doubt that the re-
mainder of the matters will also be the
subject of hearings at a time when it
does not interfere with or undermine
the special counsel's investigation, and
the best evidence that that will occur
is that we are now going to have these
hearings. The same people who are here
now saying we will not have hearings
in the future also said we would not
have these hearings. They were dead
wrong on that, and they are dead
wrong on the statements today.

The question is whether the Senate
will now honor its resolution, passed 98
to 0 on March 17, that the hearings
shall be structured and sequenced in
such a manner that they would not
interfere with the ongoing investiga-
tion of the special counsel.

Let me repeat once again, lest any-
one has forgotten. Our Republican col-
leagues called for the appointment of a
special counsel. He was appointed. The
special counsel is a Republican, a life-
long Republican, a man of total integ-
rity and with a high reputation. His ap-
pointment was praised by our Repub-
lican colleagues, including the Senator
from New York. But not 5 minutes
after he took office, they began to ask
for congressional hearings, which the
special counsel has said will, if con-
ducted as they wish, undermine his in-
vestigation. Once again, a complete
flip-flop in position, a zigging and
zagging, all for the purpose of trying to
undermine the President and First
Lady of the United States.

That is what this is all about. How
else could someone take a position one
day and reverse it the next, take a po-
sition one week and reverse it the next,
take a position one month and reverse
it the next?

There have been more zigs, more
zags, more flips, more flops by our Re-
publican colleagues on this issue than I
have seen on almost any other issue
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that has come before the Senate. And
that is what happens when you do not
have a consistent principle motivating
your actions.

When your only objective is political,
when your only objective is partisan,
when your only objective is to attack
and undermine the President of the
United States, then, of course, flips and
flops and zigs and zags do not mean
anything. That is why our colleagues
take one position one day and reverse
the next day. That is why they cast a
vote unanimously on March 17 and
then take an opposite position when
they come before the Senate here.

The American people know that.
They understand it very well. That is
why our colleagues are not scoring any
points on this. I know it is frustrating
to them. But nobody is paying atten-
tion to this.

The fact of the matter is, the people
know what is going on. They know that
our colleagues only want a political
circus to attack the President and di-
vert attention away from their lack of
having any meaningful program to deal
with the problems facing this country.

Mr. President, I conclude by asking
the American people again—you know
the Republican program on
Whitewater; they have talked about it
enough—is there a single American
who knows the Republican program for
economic growth or job creation? The
answer is no, because there is not one.
That tells you the story right there.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the order is that
the Senate will now stand in recess.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate be al-
lowed to continue for 10 minutes, so
that I might speak as if in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is their
objection?

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, we
have a caucus and we have to have a
presiding officer.

Might I suggest that our colleague
come back? The Senator from New
York is out of time in this debate. I
was going to give him some of my time
additionally afterward.

Would he agree to give that time to
the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. LOTT. If I could inquire of the
Chair, on the time agreement, has
there been a time entered into for a
vote at a specific time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LOTT. That was divided in such
a way that Senator D’AMATO's time has
all been used?

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct.

Mr. LOTT. I would like to ask, Mr.
President, if I could take advantage of
the offer that the distinguished major-
ity leader has made. I would like to
come back at the appointed time of 2:30
and I would like to have an oppor-
tunity to speak at that time, if he
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would be kind enough to yield such
time, because I do feel like the leader
made some points I would like to com-
ment on. I would appreciate his assist-
ance so that I may have that oppor-
tunity.

Mr. MITCHELL. Let me be clear. The
time was divided 41 minutes each. The
Senator used up all of his 41 minutes
before I said a word. I have 30 minutes
left. The Senator has no time left. He
asked me if I would accommodate him
and give him an additional 5 minutes of
time during the remaining period. I
told him I would do so.

I would be pleased to do that and I
would be glad to extend that to 10 min-
utes, if the Senator would like some
time. But that would be from 2:30 to
2:40. In other words, I will give you
more of my time.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the majority lead-
er for that offer. I would like to take
advantage of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will observe that the Senator
from New York controls 37 seconds.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from New York control the time from
2:30 to 2:40 and that I control the time
from 2:40 to the vote at 3 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? Hearing none, it is so ordered.

RECESS UNTIL 2:30 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate now
stands in recess until the hour of 2:30
p.m,

Thereupon, at 12:32 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:30 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr.
DORGAN].

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1994

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR-
GAN). Under the previous order, the
time until 2:40 p.m. is under the con-
trol of the Senator from New York [Mr.
D'AMATO].

Who seeks recognition.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, we
divided the time up in such a way that
the Republicans had used all of their
time prior to 2:30, and the remaining
half-hour was under my control.

I then agreed to cede to our Repub-
lican colleagues 10 minutes of my time
between 2:30 and 2:40, and then I would
take from 2:40 until 3.

Our colleagues are not present so I
will suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask the time be charged against
our colleagues——
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withhold his suggestion?

Mr. MITCHELL. I see the Senator on
the floor and the Senator has until 2:40
on the matter.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the majority lead-
er. I appreciate his generosity, giving
us this opportunity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. LoTT].

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I cannot
help but wonder that the majority
leader protests too much. He says there
is, you know, no real push to have
these hearings. He says there does not
appear to be a lot of interest in it—or
at least that was my interpretation of
what he was saying before the noon
hour.

I think all we are trying to do is to
reach an agreement whereby we can
have these hearings, some process to
make sure that we have the hearings
and that there is a reasonable amount
of time allowed for it and that there is
a committee that is designated and has
the ability to ask any legitimate ques-
tions about what is involved in
Whitewater. That is all we are trying
to do here, is to get some process
agreed to.

I was looking at this resolution that
has been referred to several times that
passed overwhelmingly. What that res-
olution said, when we passed it some
several weeks ago—it says, among
other things, ‘‘including hearings on
all matters related to ‘Madison Guar-
anty Savings & Loan Association,
Whitewater Development Corp., and
Capital Management Services Inc.’"’

That is pretty broad. The resolution
that the majority leader has offered, it
would seem to me, would not allow for
all matters related to Madison Guar-
anty Savings & Loan to be included in
these hearings. So I think we should
get serious about reaching an agree-
ment on what the time would be and
recognize these hearings are going to
go beyond these very mnarrow, re-
stricted areas that are in the majority
leader’s resolution.

What are we going to do if we get in
the Banking Committee and a Senator
asks a legitimate, related question to
Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan? Is
he going to be cut off by the chairman?
Why, of course not.

If it does run into some conflict with
the Fiske investigation, I am sure the
committee leadership, the chairman
and the ranking member, will make
every effort to accommodate that. But
to say it is going to be limited to these
very narrow areas, we cannot get into
other related issues, is just not going
to be acceptable.

It is being said here this is just play-
ing politics. That is all that is in-
volved—just politics. As a matter of
fact, I have a number of guotes here
from the past on other issues. You re-
member a few years ago we had the

12791

Iran-Contra hearing? This is a quote
from the leader at the time.

This investigation need not and will not
paralyze government or permanently dam-
age the presidency. Instead, it can dem-
onstrate anew the strength of democratic
government conducted openly; it can reaf-
firm the important principle that in America
no one is above the Constitution and every-
one must obey the law.

Well said. And I would think it would
be applicable to this set of cir-
cumstances. Some of us remember the
so-called October Surprise. I do not
know there has ever been a more bogus
issue, but we had this October Surprise
that was supposed to happen in 1992.
There was some concern that maybe
this was just playing politics because,
after all, it was involving the Presi-
dential election. I have here a state-
ment from the Speaker of the House,
Speaker FOLEY, and the majority lead-
er in the Senate, Senator MITCHELL.

We have no conclusive evidence of wrong-
doing. But the seriousness of the allegations
and the weight of the circumstantial infor-
mation compel an effort to establish the
facts.

It seems to me that should be the sit-
uation here. To have a committee with
a reasonable amount of time to do
their job without restricting and tying
their hands to find the facts is our con-
stitutional responsibility.

So I do not feel at all that anybody is
trying to play politics with this. In
fact, it looks to me like the politics is
on the other side. We have been talking
about having these hearings for weeks
now, and I know negotiations have
gone on between our respective leaders,
Senator DOLE and Senator MITCHELL,
but they have not come to a conclu-
sion. Now we are told, if you do not
take it the way we have offered it
where the hearings do not even begin
until after, probably, July 30, and with
these very strict limitations, then you
are not serious about having a hearing.
We are serious. I think with just a cou-
ple of changes our leaders could get to-
gether and set up a process that would
go forward. So I urge that be done.

But to think that we are just going
to have to take what the majority
leader has offered here, the way he of-
fered it, whole hog, and just go with
it—that is just not going to happen. We
have a right to expect a fair and com-
plete hearing but not a sham.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Senator from
New York controls 3 minutes 10 sec-
onds.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York [Mr. D’AMATO].

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am
wondering, since I only have 3 minutes
and some odd seconds, if the majority
leader might not use some of his time?
I think Senator DOLE would like to
speak. So I would like to offer him that
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3 minutes, if he would like. I cannot
find him right now. Let us say, if we
could speak up to the last 3 to 5 min-
utes? I know the majority leader would
want to wrap up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Maine, the majority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
have already yielded 10 minutes of my
time to my Republican colleagues, and
I will be pleased to yield more to ac-
commodate the distinguished Repub-
lican leader.

I would like to have it so that, as is
our regular practice, the minority lead-
er makes the next-to-the-last state-
ment and the majority leader makes
the last statement.

Mr. D’AMATO. That was my intent.
We sent out for the minority leader, to
let him know that he does have 3 min-
utes to speak.

Mr. MITCHELL. I just point out, in
this debate today, Republican Senators
have spoken for about 50 minutes and
Democratic Senators have spoken for
about 10 minutes.

I want to be accommodating. I want
to be fair. I think fairness suggests
there be something like reasonable eq-
uity in time. But why does my col-
league not proceed for whatever couple
of minutes he has. I will speak and
then I will yield to the Republican
leader when he comes in. Here he is
now. If he would like to speak?

Mr. D’AMATO. The Republican lead-
er is here, and I am prepared to yield
him whatever time I have, the 3 min-
utes you gave me,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise the Senator from
New York that the Senator from New
York controls the time until 2:40,
which is 1 minute 20 seconds, after
which the majority leader controls the
time.

Mr., MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Republican leader be recog-
nized for 5§ minutes of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Kan-
sas, the Republican leader, for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the
majority leader.

We have agreed to vote at 3 o'clock.
I think there is no doubt about the out-
come of that vote. But I wanted to go
back to the resolution we passed on
March 17, as I recall, by a vote of 98 to
Zero.

In that vote we endorsed hearings on
all matters— all matters—*'all matters
related to Madison Guaranty Savings &
Loan Association, Whitewater Develop-
ment Corp., and Capital Management
Services Inc.”

As I said in the past, the majority
leader and I tried to get together. We
both acted in good faith. We could not
work out an agreement. This is a very
politically sensitive matter. We did not
make a great deal of progress.
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So today we are deadlocked. You
might call it Whitewater gridlock. In
effect, we are being told, ‘“Well, that
vote in March did not really mean any-
thing because we don't want to have
hearings on all the matters; we want to
have hearings on just some of the is-
sues."’

So we have a choice here. We have
two amendments: One seeks a full air-
ing, and one seeks a limited airing. The
D'Amato amendment, in effect, directs
us to fulfill our oversight responsibil-
ities. The amendment by the distin-
guished majority leader, in my view—
and you can argue about it, I guess—
abdicates too much responsibility to
Mr. Fiske, to an unelected bureaucrat,
a good lawyer, appointed by the Attor-
ney General, and he, in effect, will de-
termine when Congress can have hear-
ings and what we can ask witnesses and
what the scope will be. So it seems to
me that it is fairly clear.

We are the minority, and maybe the
minority should not have any rights. I
guess that is what this vote is all
about. We will have to accept as a mi-
nority whatever we get; we ought to be
thankful we are going to have very
limited hearings and a committee that
is controlled 11 to 8 by the Democrats
and a resolution that says we have to
complete our work by the end of this
Congress.

We do not know when we are going to
start the hearings. Maybe not until Au-
gust. It seems to me it is particularly
bad precedent that, in effect, Repub-
licans in this case—because in my view
the minority-majority can change—but
at this time in history, the Repub-
licans are the minority and the Demo-
crats have the majority. Under the res-
olution we are going to be asked to
vote on, we would not be allowed to ex-
amine the Justice Department’s han-
dling of the RTC criminal referrals.
That is outsgide the scope.

We would not be able to look at how
Madison Guaranty was treated by the
S&L regulators, because that is outside
the scope.

We would not be able to look into the
SBA loans that somehow found their
way into the Whitewater partnership
because that is outside the very lim-
ited scope of the hearings.

We would not be able to look into
anything on commeodities, because that
is outside the scope, even though, as I
understand, the independent counsel is
not even going to look into the com-
modities issue. But we cannot look
into it, either.

We would not be able to ask the U.S.
attorney in Little Rock why she de-
layed so long in recusing herself from
the prosecution of David Hale.

So it seems to me we have a problem
on this side of the aisle. We do not
want to frustrate the majority leader
nor the majority, but it seems to me if
a party—in this case the Republican
Party—has any rights at all, if you are
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the minority, we had better dem-
onstrate what we believe those rights
are now, because next year the shoe
may be on the other foot.

So this is a very important issue, as
far as this Senator is concerned. And as
I said before, I never accused anybody
of anything in the so-called
Whitewater affair; I never made any
accusation. I heard the Senator from
Arkansas, I think properly, say a lot of
accusations are being made. But not by
this Senator.

What about the 25 hearings during
the Reagan and Bush administrations,
was that just politics, too? When we
had Republican Presidents, all those
hearings by a Democratic Congress, 25,
was that all politics?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. DOLE. I ask if I may have 1
minute of my leader’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, so whether
it was the October Surprise, or some-
thing else, I do not think a political
circus standard was then in effect. I
still hope we can resolve some major
areas of disagreement that would give
the American people a right to have us
conduct fair hearings, and they can
sort it out. The American people are
very smart and sophisticated. They are
going to determine what is fact and
what is fiction.

So, Mr. President, I hope none of my
colleagues vote for the pending amend-
ment. This is bad precedent. Today, it
is the Republicans who are being penal-
ized. Next year, it could be the other
party that might be penalized if this
becomes a precedent.

Robert Fiske's job is criminal pros-
ecution. Our job is public disclosure.
And I hope, in this case, we will have
public disclosure on a bipartisan basis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who seeks
recognition?

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, do I
have about 2 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has 1 minute 17
seconds remaining.

Mr. D'’AMATO. Mr. President, that is
probably more than enough time.

Let me say it is our constitutional
responsibility to the American people
to search for the truth about the
Whitewater affair and to provide the
facts to the public, and we cannot do
that without the proper tools.

But the pending amendment does not
give us that ability, does not provide
us with the ability to go forward. In-
deed, it is an empty toolbox.

There is no way we can do our jobs
unless we improve this amendment. I
hope that we will have that oppor-
tunity. This amendment is going to be
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adopted. I hope we can improve upon
it, either legislatively or by way of ac-
commodation with the majority.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the majority leader,
Senator MITCHELL.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
issue today is whether the Senate will
meet its constitutional obligations in a
serious and responsible manner, or
whether the Senate will participate in
a political circus. That is the issue.

The resolution on which we will vote
at 3 p.m. is consistent with the resolu-
tion adopted by a vote of 980 in the
Senate on March 17 and will, in fact,
provide precisely what the Senator
from Mississippi has asked: Hearings
before an appropriate committee that
will permit legitimate gquestions and
establish the truth. What it will not
permit is the kind of political circus
that our colleagues want to engage in
for the sole purpose—the sole purpose—
of attacking the President and the
First Lady of the United States.

Mr. President, the distinguished mi-
nority leader said the issue is whether
the minority should not have any
rights. But the fact is that the resolu-
tion offered here by our Republican
colleagues provides for rights that are
broader and more expansive than ever
before granted in the history of the
U.S. Senate. Never in the more than
200 years of history of this Senate, as
far as we have been able to determine
through research, and I asked the Sen-
ator from New York and he could not
confirm it, has the minority been given
the power that they seek in their reso-
lution.

They want to expand powers not just
to have any rights but just to have
total rights, to be able to conduct inde-
pendently a political circus. Never be-
fore in the history of this Senate have
these rights been granted to the minor-
ity, whether it was Democrat or Re-
publican.

And so let us be clear about it. The
issue is not whether the minority is to
have any rights; the issue is whether
the minority is to have rights that are
without precedent, that have never be-
fore been granted, for what is obviously
an effort to make this into a political
circus.

The statement was made we do not
know whether they will start until Au-
gust. But, Mr. President, by its very
terms, the resolution I have offered re-
quires the hearings to start not later
than July 30, and sooner if the special
counsel shortly concludes his inves-
tigation. )

With respect to the scope of the hear-
ings, the resolution passed by the Sen-
ate by a vote of 98-0 in March said, and
I quote:

The hearings should be structured in se-
quence in such a manner that, in the jude-
ment of the leaders, they would not interfere
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with the ongoing investigation of Special
Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr.

That is what the resolution said that
every Senator voted for. We are now
going to conduct hearings on the phase
of the investigation being completed
by the special counsel consistent with
that resolution, and we will have hear-
ings on the remainder of the subjects
when the special counsel completes the
remainder of the investigation.

Our colleagues are pursuing a course
of action which, if adopted, would very
likely undermine and negate the spe-
cial counsel’'s investigation and make
it impossible for full justice to be done.
Everyone in the Senate recalls the
Iran-Contra matter which has been
raised several times by our colleagues.
Arising out of that the matter, former
Marine Col. Oliver North was indicted
and convicted on three felony counts,
and those convictions were then over-
turned by the court of appeals. In its
decision, the court of appeals set forth
a test for witnesses testifying under
congressional immunity which effec-
tively precludes their subsequent pros-
ecution. And as the special counsel in
that case and many others have since
said, it is clear Congress must now
make a choice: either have congres-
sional investigations or permit inves-
tigations by counsels and prosecutors
to go forward, and in that investiga-
tion, I repeat, let the chips fall where
they may. If there has been wrong-
doing, the special counsel will find it
and prosecute and punish the appro-
priate people.

In order to meet that objection, at
the time we debated the March resolu-
tion and before, our colleagues were
very firm in their position that no im-
munity should be granted. On March 9,
Senator D’AMATO in a press conference
following a meeting with Mr. Fiske
said, ““We have made it clear to Mr.
Fiske that under no circumstances do
we intend to grant immunity."”

““Under no circumstances.’” Mr. Fiske
said, following the same meeting, ‘“‘I've
been assured that immunity will not be
granted to any witness in any of these
investigations. That is an extremely
positive assurance as far as we're con-
cerned from the point of view of our in-
vestigation and we're very grateful to
hear that.”

Now our colleague comes in and pro-
poses a resolution that would permit
the granting of immunity, and the Sen-
ator from New York spent a long time
in the Chamber requesting, arguing for
the right to grant immunity with the
approval of the special counsel. But
there was no question about approval
in these statements in March. ‘‘Under
no circumstances' means under no cir-
cumstances. It does not mean after
someone else's approval.

And so, Mr. President, I say this is a
good example of the kind of zigging and
zagging and flipping and flopping that
comes from the fact that there is no
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consistent principle behind my col-
league’s resolution.

Mr. D’AMATO. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. MITCHELL. No, I will not. We
had 82 minutes, and I have given the
Republicans 60 of those minutes—more
than 60 of those minutes. I would like
to have a chance to say a few words.

Mr. D’AMATO. Certainly.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Senator,

Now, Mr. President, what we have
had is going back and forth because the
purpose motivating this is to embar-
rass the President and Mrs. Clinton.
And the American people know that.
The polls are consistent. Up to 70 per-
cent of the American people report and
conclude that our Republican col-
leagues are doing this for political pur-
poses; that they are not seriously in-
terested in this matter; that it is polit-
ical in nature.

Finally, another difference: Who
would conduct the investigation? We
have a committee structure in Con-
gress. We have a committee with juris-
diction over this matter. We have a
committee in which all prior discus-
sions and hearings on this matter have
been held. But our colleagues do not
want that. Now they want a special
committee, one which itself has no
precedent, one which would have equal
membership and have a Republican co-
chairman who would be invested with
powers that have never previously been
granted in the Senate’s history.

That tells you the intention is not to
conduct a serious investigation within
the established practices based upon
the procedures and precedents of the
Senate, in the committee which has ju-
risdiction, but to create this new mech-
anism which has not previously existed
with powers that have never been
granted so that a political circus can
occur, and innuendo and accusations
can be hurled against the President as
we have heard on this Senate floor in
the last few days.

Reference is made to ‘“‘four verified
attempts on a person’s life.” Reference
is made to ‘‘money laundering.”’ Ref-
erence is made to all kinds of lurid
matter that have nothing to do with
President Clinton but are raised in the
debate and tossed out there in an effort
to create by innuendo the suggestion
that somehow the President has some-
thing to do with this when in fact there
is no evidence, no substantiation, no
basis for making such accusations.

That is why they want the independ-
ent power in this committee, and that
is why that power should not exist. We
ought to have an inquiry. It ought to
be responsible. It ought to be consist-
ent with the practices and procedures
of the Senate and the legislative proc-
esses of the Senate. It ought to con-
centrate in this first phase on the first
phase completed by the special coun-
sel. That is what the Senate voted for
98 to zero in March. And when the spe-
cial counsel completes the rest of his
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investigation, then there ought to be
hearings on the rest of the subject mat-
ters as well. And the best evidence that
will occur is that the very people now
protesting it will not occur are the
same people who protested that these
first hearings would not occur. Proven
wrong once they make the same argu-
ment and will be proven wrong again
because we are going to proceed with
this matter, and we are going to do it
in a responsible and a thoughtful way.

I want finally to repeat what I have
said before. The special counsel was ap-
pointed at the request of Republican
Senators. The special counsel is him-
self a Republican, a lifelong Repub-
lican. His appointment was praised by
our Republican colleagues, including
the Senator from New York, who stat-
ed that he is a man of integrity, a man
of experience. That special counsel has
now asked this Senate in writing and
orally not to take actions which will
undermine his investigation. And I be-
lieve we ought to honor that request. I
am confident that if there is wrong-
doing, he will find it, he will prosecute
it, and the persons involved will be
punished.

But if we now take actions which un-
dermine that investigation, it is a
course which we will later regret. It is
not the responsible course of action. It
is the political course of action. It is
not the right course of action. It is the
partisan course of action. And it is
ironic that after publicly urging the
appointment of a special counsel, our
Republican colleagues within 5 minutes
after his appointment reversed course
again and began clamoring for an in-
vestigation even though he requested
in writing and personally that no hear-
ings occur which might undermine his
investigation.

So the issue here is—and it is a very
simple one before the Senate—are we
going to have a serious, responsible in-
quiry by the Congress, including public
hearings, or are we going to have a po-
litical circus? I urge my colleagues to
vote for a serious, responsible inquiry
and not to vote for a political circus.

Mr. LOTT. Will the distinguished ma-
jority leader yield for a question?

Mr. MITCHELL. I certainly will.

Mr. LOTT. I listened very carefully.
As I understand it, the Senator’s reso-
lution says that this all would termi-
nate at the end of the year, the end of
this Congress. If that is true, how and
when would the second set of hearings
which the Senator has assured us we
would have occur? If this round under
his resolution does not begin until July
30, or perhaps earlier but not later than
July 30, which I believe is a Friday,
that would go, I am sure, until we go
out on the August recess. Then when
we come back, we only have 1 month
before we would go out for the election.
When would this next round of hear-
ings occur?

Mr. MITCHELL. As soon as the spe-
cial counsel’s investigation of the re-
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maining phase is completed, we will
have the hearings on the remaining
phases. And I would point out to my
colleague, when he talks about the
amount of time, when we debated the
resolution on the Iran-Contra matter,
the position of the Republican Sen-
ators was that that investigation
should occur in its entirety in 2 weeks.

They wanted a time limit of 2 weeks
on the entire investigation. Now my
colleague is saying that 6 months is
not long enough for this limited de-
bate. I think that demonstrates what is
at issue here.

Mr. LOTT. In other words, we would
have to have the second phase in Sep-
tember. Is that correct?

Mr. MITCHELL. If the special coun-
sel’s investigation of the remaining
phase is completed, I believe we should
have the hearings thereafter in a man-
ner consistent with this resolution;
that is to say, within 30 days after that
investigation is completed.

Mr. LOTT. But all of this would ex-
pire at the end of this year under that
resolution. Is that correct?

Mr. MITCHELL. Then there will be
another resolution whenever he com-
pletes his investigation. That is the
very purpose. Are we going to act in a
way that undermines the special coun-
sel’s investigation, or are we going to
act in a manner that does not under-
mine it and is consistent with the Sen-
ate resolution previously voted 98-0?

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on amendment No. 1776, offered
by the majority leader, Mr. MITCHELL.
On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘nay."

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LIEBERMAN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Akaka Campbell Graham
Baucus Conrad Harkin
Biden Daschle Heflin
Bingaman DeConcini Hollings
Boren Dodd Inouye
Boxer Dorgan Johnston
Bradley Exon Kennedy
Breaux Feingold Kerrey
Bryan Feinstein Kerry
Bumpers Ford Kohl
Byrd Glenn Lautenberg
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Leahy Moynihan Rockefeller
Levin Murray Sarbanes
Lieberman Nunn Sasser
Mathews Pell Bhelby
Metzenbaum Pryor Simon
Mikulski Reid Wellstone
Mitchell Riegle Wofford
Moseley-Braun Robb
NAYS—43
Bennett Faircloth McConnell
Bond Gorton Murkowski
Brown Gramm Nickles
Burns Grassley Packwood
Chafee Gregg Pressler
Coats Hatch Roth
Cochran Helms Simpson
Cohen Hutchison Bmith
Coverdell Jeffords Specter
Cralg Kassebaum Stevens
D'Amato Kempthorne Thurmond
Danforth Lott Wallop
Dole Lugar Warner
Domenici Mack
Durenberger McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Hatfleld
So, the amendment (No. 1776) was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Dole-D'Amato resolu-
tion. I view it as a necessary measure
to end the delays which have thus far
kept the Senate from exercising its
constitutional responsibility to inves-
tigate the Whitewater affair.

The majority leader has character-
ized these efforts as ‘‘raw partisan poli-
tics.” But I would argue that those
very strong words much better describe
the efforts by partisans on the other
side of the aisle who have to this date
prevented the establishment of any
guidelines or timetable for hearings
which we approved 980 nearly 3
months ago.

Mr. President, I understand that
many Democrats say they ‘‘want the
truth to be told” and agree with the
notion that we ought to have hearings.
We voted 900 in this Chamber to hold
hearings. But I am beginning to wonder
how seriously that vote was taken by
many of my colleagues. It is one thing
to say you are in favor of hearings, and
quite another to help establish a proc-
ess to make them a reality.

The appointment of a special counsel
to investigate the Whitewater con-
troversy received bipartisan support.
We have been careful in crafting this
amendment to ensure that there will
be proper consultation and coordina-
tion with the special counsel. The hear-
ing need not inhibit his investigation
nor jeopardize his findings in any way.
It will, however, permit Congress to
properly do its job and to meet its
oversight responsibilities.

What I find truly puzzling is that
during those ‘“‘ugly dark days’ of the
Reagan-Bush years, Congress held 25
hearings on alleged wrongdoing. Most
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of those hearings were conducted with
the full support of both Republicans
and Democrats. For 6 of those years,
indeed, Republicans controlled this
Chamber.

Yet the majority leader calls the ef-
fort to hold hearings on Whitewater
“raw partisan politics.”” I am under no
illusion that politics does not so often
play a part in how things are done in
this body. However, conducting hear-
ings on Whitewater, like oversight
hearings in other areas, is the nature
of our job here. Politics need not have
reared its head in this debate.

In 1986 and 1987, both Republicans
and Democrats called for a select com-
mittee to investigate Iran-Contra. Re-
publicans and Democrats at that time
were able to put party differences aside
and we agreed that it was in the best
interest of the American people to con-
duct hearings. Finding out the truth
was the only thing that mattered.

Unfortunately, it seems that many
Democrats have decided that protect-
ing a President of the same party has a
higher priority. These are many of the
very same Democrats who supported
numerous congressional hearings be-
tween 1981 and 1992. So please spare us
all the prattle, babble and patronizing
riffle about how Republicans are work-
ing with only one motive, that being
politics. The sudden change of heart
among Democrats is proof enough that
the shoe fits the other foot much more
comfortably.

Mr. President, Republicans have been
asking for hearings since the snow-
filled, icy-cold days of January, and we
are now well into the hot and humid
days of June. Today, we still do not
have even the simplest explanations of
the Whitewater matter.

In the 1992 elections, the Clinton
campaign stoked voter outrage over
the status quo. We all remember the
dominating themes of ‘‘change’” and
“reform."

Many people thought if Bill Clinton
were elected, our tomorrows would be
filled with hope and change and reform.
If this blatant exercise in foot-dragging
is the “‘reform’ that we are likely to
continue to see during the rest of the
administration, then the American
people will once again experience dis-
illusionment over the ever widening
gap between rhetoric and reality.

For those who say that ‘““Whitewater
is a distraction from the real issues,”
think again. This may be a very real
issue. We need to know more about
what laws may have been violated by
those in the highest levels of power in
our country.

We must do our jobs as Republicans
and Democrats in Congress with the
same fortitude that we did during the
Reagan and Bush years. We must never
be selective in our judgment and must
always strive to find the truth—no
matter who may be resident in the
White House. I urge my colleagues to
support the Dole-D’Amato amendment.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1775, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on amendment No. 1775, as
amended.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I in-
quire of my colleague from New York
whether it would be agreeable to voice
vote the next amendment, since it
would be a vote on the identical matter
on which we just voted.

Mr. D’AMATO. I think we can voice
vote it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no further debate, the question is
on agreeing to amendment No. 1775, as
amended.

The amendment (No. 1775) as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO].

AMENDMENT NO. 1778
(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the oper-
ations, solvency, and regulation of Madi-
son Guaranty Savings & Loan Association,
including the alleged use of federally in-
sured funds as campaign contributions)

Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO]
proposes an amendment numbered 1778.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in-
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on,
all matters which have any tendency to re-
veal the full facts about the operations, sol-
vency, and regulation of Madison Guaranty
Savings and Loan Association, including the
alleged use of federally insured funds as cam-
paign contributions. The term “Madison
Guaranty Savings and Loan Association” in-
cludes any subsidiary company, affiliated
company, or business owned or controlled, in
whole or in part, by Madison Guaranty Sav-
ings and Loan Association, its officers, direc-
tors, or principal shareholders.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO, 1779 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1778

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL]
proposes an amendment numbered 1779 to
amendment 1778.

The amendment is as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the
following:

(1) Additional hearings in the fulfillment
of the Senate’s constitutional oversight role,
additional hearings on the matters identified
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au-
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord-
ance with, the provisions of that resolution.

(2) Any additional hearings should be
structured and sequenced in such a manner
that in the judgement of the two Leaders
they would not interfere with the ongoing
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B.
Fiske, Jr.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent I may be allowed to ad-
dress the Senate as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE PRESIDENT'S WELFARE
REFORM PLAN

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to
discuss with my colleagues the welfare
reform proposal that President Clinton
unveiled this afternoon in Kansas City.
I think it is a very thoughtful and cre-
ative package that will provide us with
a critical framework for reform either
in this Congress or in the next.

Let me, at the outset, commend the
President and his staff for launching us
on what I hope will prove to be a con-
structive and fruitful debate of how to
change the present welfare system in
this country so that we may put people
to work and inject responsibility into
the lives of each and every citizen. In
fact, for me, the entire debate over wel-
fare reform orbits this one word, ‘‘re-
sponsibility’': the responsibility of
teenagers not to bring children into
the world if they cannot care for them;
the responsibility of parents not to
walk away from the children that they
create; the responsibility of adults to
work and to earn a paycheck; the re-
sponsibility of the private sector to try
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and create more jobs and job opportu-
nities; certainly, the responsibility of
each and every one of us in the public
sector to help people on welfare find
their way to those jobs.

It is time for all of us to meet these
responsibilities. It is time for all of us
to save the children who are suffering
today because, frankly, we have not.

When I think about the importance
of responsibility, I think about the
young woman I met in Bridgeport, CT,
when I was touring the Private Indus-
try Council job training program there.
I spoke with this woman, who was sit-
ting behind a computer terminal, try-
ing to learn this new trade. I asked her
why she was there, why she was work-
ing so hard to find a job rather than
simply staying on welfare.

She paused for a short period of time
as I asked the question, and then
looked me straight in the eye, and said,
‘“Mr. Politician” —because she had no
idea about what position I held. She
said, ‘““Mr. Politician, I've got a 4- and
a 5-year-old at home and I want them
to see their mother going to work in
the morning. That is something that I
never saw growing up and I want my
children to see it in their mother."”

This woman understood the word
“responsibility,” understood the mean-
ing of it, and was determined to be-
come a responsible parent and adult.

She was taking responsibility for her
life, and she was taking responsibility
for her children’s lives.

As we embark on this process of wel-
fare reform, I hope that we will remem-
ber that welfare reform should not just
be a campaign slogan or the title of an
issue brief. Welfare reform should be
about people and, in the case of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children,
AFDC, most of those people are chil-
dren. In fact, AFDC was created almost
six decades ago for the principal pur-
pose of assisting needy children with-
out fathers.

While our society has changed dra-
matically since that time, the purpose
of the program has not. Two-thirds of
welfare recipients today are children in
this country. If the system fails, Mr.
President, it fails their parents, but far
more important, it fails someone else:
It fails their children.

That is what is happening today in
every part of this country. We—all of
us—are failing our children. This point
has been driven home in recent months
with the release of a couple of studies
that painted a rather devastating por-
trait of young America. A report that I
requested from the General Accounting
Office showed that the number of poor
children under the age of 6 in America
increased by more than 25 percent dur-
ing the 1980’s. This was during a decade
we are told was one of great prosperity
and growth.

These numbers are worse in urban
areas. Forty-seven percent of young
children living in the capital of my
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home State of Connecticut are poor,
making Hartford the American city
with the second-highest child poverty
rate in the country, after Detroit; 33
percent of the children in New Haven
between the ages of 0 and 3 are growing
up in poverty. Another study by the
Carnegie Foundation found that 1 in 4
children between the ages of 0 and 3 are
growing up poor in the United States.

I do not know of anyone who can
look at statistics like these and not
recognize that something is seriously
wrong in our Nation and that our chil-
dren are being punished for it. It is
time, Mr. President, for everyone to
stop pointing the finger of blame at
someone else for this state of affairs.
Liberals should stop blaming every-
thing on society, which they so conven-
iently point to; conservatives have to
stop blaming the mythical individuals
called ‘‘welfare queens' for everything
that is wrong; and people on welfare
have to stop blaming others for cir-
cumstances that they can personally
take the initiative to change and cor-
rect.

I want to emphasize, if I can, that
the President’s announcement today
does not represent the end of a process,
but only the beginning. This is a highly
complex issue, and we do not want to
leap before we understand entirely
what we are about to do.

With that caveat in mind, I think the
President’s plan includes a number of
valuable provisions: Work require-
ments, time limits, and better linkages
to job training programs are all ideas
worthy of serious and careful consider-
ation.

I am especially pleased about the
strong child support enforcement com-
ponent of the President’s plan. The
poverty rate for single-parent families
headed by women is nearly 33 percent
in this country. This compares to a
poverty rate of under 8 percent for two-
parent families. The lack of child sup-
port is a major cause of poverty among
single-parent families in this Nation
and, too often, those families going
without support end up on welfare.

The link between the lack of child
support and poverty is clear and over-
whelming, as the Census Bureau illus-
trated when it estimated that between
1984 and 1986, approximately half a mil-
lion children fell into poverty after
their fathers left home. The President’s
proposal contains, I think, some valu-
able tools to change this situation and
to demand that absent fathers step up
to the plate and take responsibility for
their children. I was pleased that the
President incorporated a number of
provisions from child support legisla-
tion that I introduced earlier this year.

The President’s initiative also recog-
nizes that reducing teen pregnancy is
integral to cutting into welfare depend-
ency. Between 1960 and 1988, the per-
centage of births in America to unmar-
ried mothers rose from 5 percent to 26
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percent, and the poverty rate for chil-
dren raised in such settings is terrible.
For children of single Hispanic moth-
ers, the rate approaches 75 percent. We
must state, Mr. President, in clear, un-
mistakable terms to teenage boys and
girls, that they best not create a life
unless they are willing to take respon-
sibility for that life. The President en-
visions a concerted national campaign
to achieve that end, and I applaud him
for it.

Finally, the President's plan con-
tains a modest child care component.
The lack of quality affordable child
care is often the most serious obstacle
to young women's efforts to enter the
work force and to stay in the work
force once they get there. I am pleased
that the administration recognizes this
fact by including child care in its pro-
posal and by making provisions of the
child care and development block grant
that I authored in 1990 the standard for
Federal child care, But I am concerned
about the modest scope of this provi-
sion. By including only a very limited
expansion of child care for the working
poor, the President's plan may very
well be pennywise and pound-foolish.
We may save money in the shortrun by
not providing more generous child care
benefits but lose money—serious
money—down the road if women who
have successfully made the transition
from welfare to work go back to wel-
fare after a year due to the lack of af-
fordable quality child care.

I do understand the daunting fiscal
pressures the administration faced in
drafting this plan, and I want to reit-
erate that, taken as a whole, I think it
is a creative and constructive proposal.
In the months ahead, we will be care-
fully examining each part of this pro-
posal, and I look forward to working
with my colleagues on this exciting en-
deavor.

This country, Mr. President, so great
and strong, the most productive eco-
nomic power in the world, surely has
the will and the know-how to end wel-
fare dependency. When we are finished
with this process, I hope we will de-
mand more of everyone in this country.
I hope we will demand that each and
every American accept responsibility
for his and her actions. And I hope we
will demand that our children not be
raised in intolerable conditions.

I know one thing: The American peo-
ple are demanding that we reform wel-
fare and that we do it right. We have a
responsibility as elected representa-
tives to respond to that demand, and I
am eager to roll up my sleeves along
with my colleagues to get started on
this project.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1994

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.
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Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senate majority
leader.
AMENDMENT NO. 1779, AS MODIFIED, TO
AMENDMENT NO. 1778

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, is it
in order for me to modify my amend-
ment at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator retains the right to modify his
amendment.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I no-
tify my colleague that it is merely a
typographical change, an insertion of a
colon and capitalization of a letter.

I ask that my amendment to be
modified to insert a colon after the
word ‘‘hearings' and then capitalize
the following word, “in.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment
will be so modified.

The amendment, with its modifica-
tion, is as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the
following:

(1) Additional hearings: In the fulfillment
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role,
additional hearings on the matters identified
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au-
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord-
ance with, the provisions of that resolution.

(2) Any additional hearings should be
structured and sequenced in such a manner
that in the judgment of the two Leaders they
would not interfere with the ongoing inves-
tigation of Special Counsel Robert B. Fiske,
Jr.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
have been advised by the distinguished
Senator from New York that he and his
colleagues are agreeable to having a
vote on this amendment at 4:15 p.m.
today.

I, therefore, ask unanimous consent
that the vote on my amendment occur
at 4:15 p.m. today; that the time be-
tween now and then be equally divided,
under the control of Senator D'AMATO
and myself, and that following the dis-
position of that amendment, the Sen-
ate proceed, without any intervening
action or debate, to dispose of the un-
derlying D'Amato amendment, to
which my amendment has been offered
as a second-degree amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now
ask for the yeas and nays on my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. COHEN].

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I had not
intended to take the floor this after-
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noon to discuss this matter, but I could
not help but respond when my friend
and colleague from Maine pointed out
during the debate on Iran-Contra that
the Republicans wanted the hearings
concluded within 2 weeks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will withhold. The Chair pre-
sumes the Senator from Maine is
speaking on the time controlled by the
Senator from New York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Yes. I yield him such
time as my colleague needs.

Mr. COHEN, And the Chair’s question
did not diminish that time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not at
all.

Mr, COHEN. Mr. President, my col-
league from Maine suggested that you
can tell how political this really is by
looking back at the Iran-Contra inves-
tigation and seeing that Republicans
wanted the hearings concluded in 2
weeks. Let me say for the RECORD that
that was never my position.

I did not believe that fair hearings
could be concluded in 2 weeks. Indeed,
I did not think they could be concluded
in several months. But I might point
out that the majority of the Democrats
wanted no time limitation whatsoever.
So if one is going to point political fin-
gers back and forth across the aisle,
you could say that the Democrats were
interested only in embarrassing Presi-
dent Reagan by keeping the hearings
going as long as possible with no limi-
tation on time. As happens in most of
these cases, a compromise was struck
in which we agreed that we would try
to move forward as quickly as possible
and conclude the investigation within
a period of roughly 9 months.

I do not think it behooves any of us
to point at the other side and say, you
see, here is another example of how po-
litical this is because they wanted a
short timeframe, because on the other
side the Democrats wanted none what-
soever.

I would also point to the Iran-Contra
Committee as an example of perhaps
the way this matter should be ap-
proached; namely, to set up a small se-
lect committee with its members cho-
sen on a selective basis with jurisdic-
tion of their committees involved.
That is precisely what was involved in
Iran-Contra. We had a situation with
overlapping committee jurisdiction.
The select committee was put together
to resolve that dispute so that we
would not undertake a sequence of
hearings. I would like to come back to
the theme of whether principle or poli-
tics is involved. I think it is a measure
of both, and I think it applies to both
parties. It is important that Repub-
licans talk about the double standard
that exists and that has existed for
some time. The number of investiga-
tions conducted during the entire
Reagan-Bush period, some 12 years, has
been talked about at some length. I be-
lieve that the Democrats would call for
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an investigation at the drop of a Dow
Jones point. Those investigations were
conducted, the hearings were held, the
witnesses were called, and the public
was exposed to the issues involved. It
seems that if you have a Republican
President in the White House, you at-
tack him, raise allegations, level
charges—false charges. It does not
matter; whatever it takes, keep on at-
tacking—October Surprise, whatever
the charge may be. And then when you
have a Democrat in the White House,
the policy seems to be stonewall—deny,
delay, charge the Republicans with
partisanship. This seems to be the tac-
tic that is currently underway.

The reason that the Republicans
asked for a special counsel is not be-
cause they wanted a special counsel.
That is the irony. The Republicans fi-
nally asked for a special counsel be-
cause the majority would not allow
hearings. No matter what the allega-
tions, no matter what they involved,
no matter what the committee juris-
diction, the answer was no hearings,
period. It was only after there were a
series of some rather embarrassing rev-
elations and questions about whether
the Justice Department was being used
by the White House in a way that was
compromising their independence that,
finally, after all the revelations, they
said OK, you Republicans can finally
have a special counsel.

I disagreed with that decision. I did
not think there should have been a spe-
cial counsel appointed in the first in-
stance. I did not believe the allegations
rose to that level which required the
appointment of a special counsel, or
independent counsel.

I might say that I am more of a soli-
tary voice over here because I was the
one who urged the Republican minority
to continue the Independent Counsel
Act over the objection of my col-
leagues. I recall standing in the well
saying that we would come to rue the
day that we allowed this act to expire
because there is going to be a Demo-
crat in the White House at some point
and we may very well be called upon to
request the appointment of a special
counsel.

Nevertheless, I did not want to see a
special counsel appointed under those
circumstances. It was an act of des-
peration on the part of the Repub-
licans. And, again, I think it was a mis-
take to raise the allegations to the
level of a criminal investigation, but
the fact is that it was the only option
available at that time.

Since the appointment of the special
counsel, there have been a number of
other allegations. Frankly, I have my
doubts about a number of them in
terms of their import or consequence.
But, nonetheless, I think that both the
majority and the minority know that
there is no substitute for public hear-
ings. That is the only way the public
really comes to understand the nature
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of the allegations, can see for them-
selves the truth or falsity of them, can
see for themselves the sincerity or the
political motivation of the individuals
conducting those hearings. The camera
tells the public that very clearly.

Notwithstanding the allegations
made here, that somehow we have to
correct the mistakes made in Iran-
Contra, I do not believe it was a mis-
take to hold public hearings on Iran-
Contra. And do not think it was a mis-
take to have granted immunity to
Colonel North and Admiral Poindexter.
At that time it was far more important
to get their stories out.

I know the majority leader disagreed.
He did not think we should have grant-
ed immunity. He felt that Colonel
North and Admiral Poindexter wanted
to testify, that they would have testi-
fied, and that we should not have caved
in as easily as we did. That was his
view then and I think it was a legiti-
mate view, Nevertheless, I do not be-
lieve it was a mistake to get as much
of the testimony as we did. And much
of the 7 years of investigation by Mr.
Walsh did not contradict the work of
the committee or added much to it.

My problem with what we are doing
today is that we seem to be setting a
precedent that from the moment an
independent counsel is appointed, Con-
gress is hamstrung and will have to go
through this sort of procedure to deter-
mine whether we will ever have a con-
gressional hearing. We are putting our-
selves in the position of having a hear-
ing only if the special counsel or inde-
pendent counsel agrees to it. That is a
very dangerous precedent for this body.

We should not put ourselves in the
position of saying OK, you may have
congressional hearings but only if the
special counsel extracts a promise from
you not to grant immunity under any
circumstances. To do so is to give up a
very serious responsibility on the part
of this institution.

S0 I have problems not only with the
majority leader’s proposal but also
with that of my colleague from New
York.

As I said the other day, we ought to
proceed on the basis of comity, of rec-
ognizing there are areas that we should
not go into. That has been done on
many, many occasions with a number
of committees, particularly on the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, where we have these informal
understandings. But to structure the
hearings in a way in which we say you
can ask here but not here is going to
lead to a good deal of contention, con-
fusion, and combativeness. Ultimately
it is going to lead to a degradation of
the congressional process itself.

I would hope that some middle
ground can be found between the ma-
jority leader’s proposal and the one of-
fered by this side. Some politics are in-
volved, but it is involved on both sides.
I think the majority leader has an obli-
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gation to defend the President, to de-
fend the administration. That is his
job, and he is doing a very good job.
But we also have an obligation over
here. It is not fair to say, well, you are
zigging and you are zagging, you are
flipping and you are flopping, because
it is pure politics on your side. I have
never approached any congressional
hearing on the basis of trying to ex-
ploit an issue to embarrass the Presi-
dent. I do not want to try to embarrass
President Clinton or Mrs. Clinton. I
have said time and time again that I
am not sure that when the hearings are
all over they will prove to have been
justified, or whether they will solidify
in the minds of the American people
whether there was wrongdoing. But it
is important that the hearings be held
and that they be held as quickly as
possible. I do not contemplate this
matter going well into the next year.

I certainly do not think that you can
conduct a hearing within a couple of
weeks. As my colleague from Maine
pointed out, some Republicans—not all
of them—wanted the Iran-Contra hear-
ings confined to 2 weeks. And the re-
sponse of the majority was no time
limit whatsoever.

Ultimately, we had to compromise on
a period of 9 months. That was the way
the Iran-Contra Committee was struc-
tured. It was a good model then and it
is a good model today.

I hope that in order to avoid a series
of what appear to be purely partisan
votes, with the Democrats controlling
the majority, that we might find some
changes that could be made to accom-
modate the interests of the minority.

I yield the floor.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WELLSTONE). The Senator from New
York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I hope
we can build on the remarks of my dis-
tinguished colleague from Maine as it
relates to again coming forth with a
structure that will be credible to this
institution and to the work we are sup-
posed to do. I think we can do it. I
know an effort has been made. We have
not been able to come to that agree-
ment, but I do not think we are that
far apart. I do not say we have to take
my methodology. It seems to me that
we are pretty close to it.

Rather than to continue and insist on
a way of legislative amendments that
will be defeated but will be attempted
to make the point, I hope that we can
begin that process sooner rather than
later.

Mr. President, the fundamental ques-
tion which was posed in my underlying
amendment was whether Congress
should find out the cause of Madison
Guaranty Savings & Loan—which was
a federally insured savings and loan—
costing the taxpayers $67 million. Is
that a legitimate subject for oversight?
I believe it is. I believe the American

June 14, 1994

people deserve to know if taxpayers’
funds were used for improper purposes.
After all, they were taxpayers' funds.
They should find out where the money
went. Did it go into Whitewater? Did it
go into campaign activities? That is
the purpose of the underlying amend-
ment.

The majority leader’s amendment
would prohibit Congress from examin-
ing the causes of Madison’s failure
until the independent counsel basically
said it is OK for Congress to examine
the issue. I think Senator COHEN has
argued quite eloguently as to the, I
think, poor policy that would set—that
this Congress delegate its constitu-
tional oversight role to an employee of
the Justice Department.

Did Congress give the independent
counsel a right to veto congressional
oversight activities? Do we want to do
that? I think that would be a mistake.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, has
the Senator from New York used all of
his time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has used all of his
time plus some.

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator
from New York like a couple of addi-
tional minutes from my time? I indi-
cated earlier I would give him some of
my time. I am prepared to offer him 2
additional minutes.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr.
thank the leader.

Let me state, using that 2 or 3 min-
utes, that I hope we can set up the
process which I think Senator COHEN
suggested in his remarks, and by which
I have indicated we could move the
process forward. I know that we have
worked hard at it. The majority leader
and the minority leader have worked.
And I think it is worthwhile pursuing
this with all the vigor possible. We
have some bright staff members who
know some of the concerns. I think and
hope we can do that.

I do not want to see us in a situation
where Congress has to ask the permis-
sion of the special counsel, or wait for
him to say yes, it is OK to start. T
think we can do it with comity.

I notice again the majority leader
speaks to the issue of whether or not
we would grant immunity, and zigging
and zagging. We wrote out an amend-
ment looking to the March 17 resolu-
tion where it said that no one who is
called to testify would be granted im-
munity under title 18 over the objec-
tion of the special counsel.

Our wording was just slightly dif-
ferent, but the same thing. We said to
request a grant of immunity under
title 18, it would have to be approved
by the independent counsel.

So I say that in the way of expla-
nation. I do not think we are trying to

President, I
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zig and zag on this. I think there are
some honest differences of opinion. I do
not think they are all so partisan. But
I hope that we can get about setting up
the structure in a committee that we
can all be proud of.

I thank the leader for granting me
additional time.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, let
me deal first with the subject of immu-
nity, as the Senator himself raised.

On March 9, 1994, Special Counsel
Robert Fiske met with Senator
D’AMATO and Senator COHEN. After the
meeting, they came out of that press
conference. Here were their state-
ments.

Senator D’AMATO said:

We have made clear to Mr. Fiske that
under no circumstances do we intend to
grant immunity.

Senator COHEN said, among other
things:

There will be no immunity granted to wit-
nesses.

Mr. Fiske said:

I have been assured that immunity will not
be granted to any witness in any of these in-
vestigations.

Those are the statements on March 9.
Now, Senator D'AMATO has spent a lot
of time here arguing about why they
should have the right to grant immu-
nity under certain circumstances, such
as not over the objection of Mr. Fiske.
But the statement on March 8 could
not be any more clear:

Under no circumstances do we intend to
grant immunity.

My understanding of the English lan-
guage is ‘‘under no circumstances'
does not mean ‘‘under some cir-
cumstances.” It means ‘‘under no cir-
cumstances.” That is the point I have
made here all along. I do not think
there is any consistent principle behind
this effort.

Mr. D’AMATO. Will the majority
leader yield for a question?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes.

Mr. DPAMATO. That statement was
made on March 7.

Mr. MITCHELL. I had March 9. But if
it is March 7, I stand corrected.

Mr. D’AMATO. On March 17, we voted
980, all of us, and the two leaders
voted. Section C of the resolution con-
tains the language that no witness who
testifies in these hearings ‘‘shall be
granted immunity over the objection of
special counsel.”

So it was in that light that I drafted
an amendment to encompass the will of
the majority, which was voted on 98 to
nothing. I think it really meets the in-
tent that we were not going to go out
and grant immunity. Whether we said
no immunity or whether we said we
will not do it without permission of the
special counsel seems to me to almost
be splitting hairs. But certainly, on the
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17th, this body made it clear by saying
we will not grant immunity unless or
over the objection of special counsel.

Mr. MITCHELL. I understand that. I
agree with that. I just say that my
good friend and colleague—and he is
really my good friend, Senator COHEN,
my colleague from Maine—has just
said he does not agree.

Mr. President, if I might address the
immediate amendment, this is really
the same issue that was just voted on
in the broader resolution. This is the
scope of the investigation. I want to
make clear again, so there can be no
misunderstanding, the Senate voted 98
to nothing to have hearings ‘‘struc-
tured and sequenced in such a manner
that they would not interfere with the
ongoing investigation of the special
counsel.”

The resolution the Senate has just
approved does just that. It is consist-
ent with the special counsel’s request,
and with the vote of the Senate on
March 17.

I have also made clear that we fully,
explicitly, and categorically will have
hearings on the remaining matters
after the special counsel completes his
investigation of the remaining mat-
ters.

What our colleagues are trying to do
is to put the whole thing into this reso-
lution now in a manner that I believe
is inconsistent and contradicts the ac-
tion of the Senate taken in March by a
vote of 98-0.

Mr. President, let me describe once
again why this issue of immunity is
important. Prior to Iran-Contra, the
legal issue of the subsequent criminal
prosecution of a person who had testi-
fied before a congressional committee
under a grant of immunity was gov-
erned by a case known as the Kastigar
case. He was the person involved. And
in the Kastigar case, the Supreme
Court set out a standard which a pros-
ecutor would have to meet in order to
prosecute a person for actions arising
out of acts which are also the subject
of testimony under a grant of immu-
nity before a congressional hearing.
The test was a difficult one, but it
could be done. In the Iran-Contra case,
former Marine Colonel Oliver North
testified before Congress under a grant
of immunity. As Senator COHEN rightly
said, we had a reasonable difference of
opinion. I did not favor the granting of
immunity, but it was granted. He testi-
fied, and he then was indicted on felony
charges, tried, and convicted of three
felonies. He then appealed the convic-
tions, and the court of appeals agreed
with Colonel North that he could not
have been prosecuted because of his
prior testimony to Congress under a

“grant of immunity. And in that case,

North versus United States, the court
of appeals here set a new and much
higher standard to be met by prosecu-
tors in such circumstances, the prac-
tical effect of which, according to spe-
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cial counsel in the Iran-Contra case
and other commentators, is that both
cannot now happen. Effectively, Con-
gress must choose. We must choose
whether to have congressional hearings
and have witnesses testify under a
grant of immunity, or we must choose
to let the investigation by a prosecutor
occur to see if wrongdoing happened
and, if it did, to prosecute and punish
it.

So we are now operating under a law
that is different from what it has ever
been and has been different since 1990
when the court of appeals decided Colo-
nel North's case. The irony of this de-
bate is that our Republican colleagues,
who were so insistent on the appoint-
ment of a special counsel—a special
counsel, who is himself a lifelong Re-
publican and whose appointment was
praised by Republican Senators—are
now deriding the special counsel and
demanding that the Senate act in a
way that will in fact undermine the
special counsel’s investigation, in ef-
fect, saying that the Senate should
make a choice of having the hearings
even if it undermines the subsequent
investigation.

Mr. President, what we are trying to
do, and what my resolution does, is to
say that we can do them both, provided
we do them in a reasonable and orderly
way that does not grant immunity, and
that does not undermine the special
counsel’s investigation. The fact of the
matter is—and I repeat this as a former
prosecutor and former Federal judge—
if there has been wrongdoing, those
who committed the wrongdoing, should
be prosecuted and punished. And the
way to do that is to let the special
counsel do his job. Not a single Member
of this Senate has challenged the integ-
rity or ability of the special counsel.
He is, I repeat, a lifelong Republican,
appointed at the request of Repub-
licans and praised by Republicans.

Now we have the irony of Republican
Senators coming in and proposing a
process which that special counsel has
warned against and which would under-
mine the very investigation that our
colleagues requested. That is why I
have said it is political, and that is
why I believe it is political. What we
should do is vote for the amendment
that I have proposed, which is consist-
ent with the previous action of the
Senate just a short time ago, and
which will permit the Senate to meet
its legal and constitutional obligations
to conduct a thorough, careful, reason-
able investigation in a manner that
does not undermine the special coun-
sel’s investigation and yet also meets
our responsibilities and is consistent
both with the resolution approved in
the Senate by a vote of 98-0 in March
and with the repeated requests of the
special counsel that the Senate not
take any action to undermine his ongo-
ing investigation.

Mr. President, I see that my time is
up.
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I yield the floor, and we are prepared
to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on amendment No. 1779
offered by the majority leader.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announced that the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL]
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 138 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Ford Mitchell
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Boren Harkin Murray
Boxer Heflin Nunn
Bradley Hollings Pell
Breaux Inouye Pryor
Bryan Johnston Reid
pers K dy Riegle
Byrd Kerrey Robb
Campbell Kerry Rockefeller
Conrad Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Sasser
DeConeini Leahy Shelby
Dodd Levin Simon
Dorgan Lieberman Wellstone
Exon Mathews Wofford
Feingold Metzenbaum
NAYS—43
Bennett Gorton McConnell
Bond Gramm Murkowski
Brown Grassley Nickles
Burns Gregg Packwood
Chafee Hatch Pressler
Coats Hatfield Roth
Cochran Helms Simpson
Cohen Hutchison Smith
Craig Jeffords Specter
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens
Danforth Kempthorne Thurmond
Dole Lott Wallop
Domenici Lugar Warner
Durenberger Mack
Faircloth McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Coverdell

S0 the amendment (No.
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1778, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question occurs
on agreeing to amendment No. 1778, as
amended.

The amendment (No. 1778), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL., Mr, President, I be-
lieve the Senator from New York has
an amendment he is going to offer, and
I am going to offer a second-degree
amendment to that.

1779), as
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AMENDMENT NO, 1780
(Purpose: To authorize hearings on the pur-
suit by the Resolution Trust Corporation
of civil causes of action against potentially
liable parties associated with Madison
Guaranty Savings & Loan Association)

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO]
proposes an amendment numbered 1780.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
glotwithstandmg any other provision of
this Act, the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs shall conduct an in-
vestigation into, study of, and hearings on,
all matters which have any tendency to re-
veal the full facts about the pursuit by the
Resolution Trust Corporation of civil causes
of action against potentially liable parties
associated with Madison Guaranty Savings
and Loan Association. The term ‘“*Madison
Guaranty Savings and Loan Association” in-
cludes any subsidiary company, affiliated
company, or business owned or controlled, in
whole or in part, by Madison Guaranty Sav-
ings and Loan Association, its officers, direc-
tors, or principal shareholders.

AMENDMENT NO. 1781 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1780

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
asked that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL]
proposes an amendment numbered 1781 to
amendment No. 1780.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed insert the
following:

(1) Additional Hearings: In the fulfillment
of the Senate's constitutional oversight role,
additional hearings on the matters identified
in the resolution passed by the Senate by a
vote of 98-0 on March 17, 1994 should be au-
thorized as appropriate under, and in accord-
ance with, the provisions of that resolution.

(2) Any additional hearings should be
structured and sequenced in such a manner
that in the judgement of the two Leaders
they would not interfere with the ongoing
investigation of Special Counsel Robert B.
Fiske, Jr.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, by a
coincidence unrelated to this bill, a
number of Members of the Senate have
an important commitment this evening
that I would like to accommodate and,
therefore, I am going to momentarily
ask unanimous consent that there be a
vote on this amendment at 5 p.m. to
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accommodate our colleagues. That
would be the last vote today.

However, I do want to say that I am
advised that there will be a number of
similar amendments offered to the
measure and, in that event, we will be
in session very late tomorrow evening
and on Thursday evening and all day
Friday, if necessary. We have to com-
plete action on this bill because it is
very important to every State which
has an airport, which I assume to be
every State.

In addition, we want to take up and
pass this week the first of the appro-
priations bills that must be enacted,
and there are some nominations which
have been pending on which we hope to
obtain final action.

So, as is our practice to accommo-
date Senators when they have a com-
mitment of the type that exists this
evening, we will do so. But that means
that Senators should be prepared for a
very lengthy session tomorrow, Thurs-
day, and all day Friday unless we are
able to move along more promptly to
get action on this and the other meas-
ures to which I referred.

Mr. President, is it agreeable to the
Senator now, in accordance with our
previous discussion, that the vote on
this amendment occur at 5 p.m.?

Mr. D’AMATO. Yes.

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the vote on my amend-
ment now pending occur at 5 p.m.
today; that the time between now and
then be equally divided——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
majority leader yield? There will be
order in the Chamber. There will be
order in the Chamber.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, that
the time between now and 5 p.m. be for
debate on both the second-degree
amendment which I have offered and
the first-degree amendment by the
Senator from New York, equally di-
vided and under the control of the Sen-
ator from New York and myself; that
following this vote, the underlying
D’Amato amendment be disposed of
without any intervening action or de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I re-
peat, the upcoming vote—if I might in-
quire of the Senator from New York, as
we have on the previous two votes, I
assume it will be acceptable to the
Senator that, in the event my amend-
ment is adopted, we can voice vote the
underlying amendment as amended?

Mr. D'’AMATO. Absolutely.

Mr. MITCHELL. Therefore, Mr.
President, I repeat the upcoming vote
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at 5 p.m. will be the last vote today. I
thank my colleague for his coopera-
tion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, this
amendment, the underlying amend-
ment, which I submitted and which the
leader added his amendment to—let me
explain -to you what my amendment
would do. It would expand the scope of
the investigation to include—that is
hearings—to include the pursuit of the
Resolution Trust Corporation as it re-
lates to those civil causes of action
against potentially liable parties asso-
ciated with Madison Guaranty Savings
& Loan Association. This amendment
would authorize the committee to in-
vestigation whether Federal banking
laws or regulations were violated in
connection with the failure of Madison
Guaranty and whether these potential
violations have been pursued by the
RTC.

Has the RTC been vigorously pursu-
ing potential civil actions to recover
funds from wrongdoers who contrib-
uted to the failure of Madison? What
has caused the RTC’s considerable
delay in completing its investigation
into the failure of Madison? These are
critical questions that must be ad-
dressed. I think congressional hearings
are absolutely essential.

However, the amendment which my
distinguished colleague has offered
today would, once again, prevent us
from undertaking this until the inves-
tigation of this area has been com-
pleted by Mr. Fiske. The question is,
How long do we wait? When will this
oceur? Will it be completed next week?
This next month? Next year? Or
longer?

Are we really going to say that Con-
gress has now delegated its oversight
and investigatory responsibilities,
whether it be of the Madison—and if,
by the way, this is a precedent, will
this be a precedent for all oversight
hearings where special counsel is ap-
pointed, that we wait until special
counsel has completed a particular
phase? Who advises us? Are we going to
work in comity, as we have indicated
in our resolution of March 17? Or are
we going to simply abdicate and say
that, no, we will not undertake hear-
ings until the special counsel has sig-
naled the all clear?

I make note that when we talked to
the special counsel back in early
March, we talked about cooperating.
We talked about advising him as to
witnesses that would be subpoenaed
and agreeing not to subpoena those
that he would want to examine first. It
was with that kind of approach that we
went forward.

I do not believe that, by going into a
sitnation where we say that any addi-
tional hearings should be structured
and sequenced in such a manner that in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

the judgment of the two leaders they
would not interfere with the ongoing
investigation—with all due deference
to the two leaders, it would seem to me
that the committee, in cooperation,
working on behalf of the entire Con-
gress, would be making those deter-
minations. It just seems to me that
now we are going to be giving to—and
by the way, when I spoke to the special
counsel, he indicated to me that he
would prefer there be no hearings. But
he understood that Congress had its
role and its responsibility. I am sug-
gesting now, at this point in time, we
are utilizing the fact that there has
been special counsel as a shield, as a
shield against going forward. I think
that is an abdication of our responsibil-
ity.

So I hope once again—I have no illu-
sions about the outcome of this vote—
but I certainly hope that sooner rather
than later we could structure a com-
promise that would permit the com-
mittee to do its work in a manner
which would not interfere with the spe-
cial counsel's work but would give us
the ability to start moving and under-
taking these hearings and whatever in-
vestigations they might lead to.

I yield the floor.

Mr, MITCHELL. Mr. President, about
the only thing I agree with in my col-
league’s remarks is that we know the
outcome of the vote. That is because
we are voting on the same thing for the
third time. We have already voted on
this twice before and now we are voting
for the third time. Even in the Senate,
I think there is a reasonable degree of
predictability that is possible, when
you vote on the same thing over and
over again, you are going to have the
same outcome. This is the same issue.
We debated it. We voted it earlier. The
proposal was rejected.

We then revoted it a second time.
The proposal was rejected. We are now
going to revote it a third time, and I
suppose there is no limit to the number
of times we can vote on the same issue.
But I believe it is important that Sen-
ators and the American people under-
stand what is involved here.

Our Republican colleagues loudly in-
sisted on the appointment of a special
counsel to investigate this matter. A
special counsel was appointed. He is
himself a Republican, a lifelong Repub-
lican of great ability and experience
and character. His appointment was
applauded by Republican Senators.

That special counsel has requested
that the Congress not conduct hearings
which would interfere with or under-
mine his investigation. Five minutes
after that special counsel was ap-
pointed, at the request of the Repub-
lican Senators, and himself a Repub-
lican, our Republican colleagues began
to ask for precisely the type of inves-
tigation that would undermine his in-
vestigation. So that is where we are.

Alternately, the Senator from New
York has said we should not be subject
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to the special counsel, and then a few
minutes later said, but we ought to
work in cooperation with the special
counsel. Once again, we are seeing in-
consistent arguments and zigging and
zagging and flipping and flopping by
our colleagues because there is not a
consistent principle here.

The motivation is to attack the
President and Mrs. Clinton. The issue
before the Senate on this vote is ex-
actly the issue that was before the Sen-
ate on the two previous votes. The res-
olution which I have offered will enable
the Senate to meet its constitutional
obligations in a serious and responsible
way, consistent with the resolution
passed by the Senate in March by a
vote of 98 to 0, consistent with the re-
peated requests of the special counsel,
both orally and in writing.

Alternatively—the alternative of-
fered by our colleagues—is for a politi-
cal circus. It is for an inquiry that
would undermine the special counsel’s
investigation, an inquiry that is incon-
sistent with the resolutions passed by
the Senate by a vote of 98 to 0; an in-
quiry that would, in effect, create a po-
litical circus. That is the issue. It has
been the issue all long.

I have said this many times. I want
to repeat it so there can be no mis-
understanding. We are going to have
hearings on all of the matters involved,
and we are going to have hearings at a
time and under a structure that does
not undermine or interfere with the
special counsel’s investigation. That
commitment is firm, and that is what
we will do if we proceed in the manner
suggested by the amendment which I
have offered.

We have a committee of the Senate.
It has appropriate jurisdiction. It is
where we have always conducted the
matters relevant to these amendments.
Our colleagues come in with the re-
quest for a completely new structure,
one that does not exist and ask for
legal authority that is without prece-
dent in the more than 200-year history
of the Senate. I have asked our col-
leagues who authored the amendment,
who support the amendment; I have
asked staff, I have asked everyone: Has
there ever been a situation where the
powers created under the Republican
resolution existed in the past? And the
answer is no; no precedent for it. We
have never had that situation.

And so, rather than conducting the
business of the Senate in an orderly,
responsible way in accordance with the
jurisdiction of the Senate, with the
practices of the Senate, with the proce-
dures of the Senate, our colleagues
want some wholly new enterprise with
powers that have previously not ex-
isted.

Democrats have been in the minority
before. Republicans are in the minority
now. Never has the minority been
granted the powers—ever—that our
colleagues seek in their resolution.
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S0, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues again—this has gotten to be
quite repetitious because the subject is
repetitious—that we should vote for
the amendment which I have offered
and reject the amendment of my col-
league from New York, because we
ought to proceed to do this in a serious
and responsible and orderly way that
permits the Congress to meet its con-
stitutional obligations and permits the
special counsel to conduct his inves-
tigation so that, in the end, if there is,
in fact, any wrongdoing, those who
committed the wrongdoing should be
prosecuted and punished.

That is what we ought to be thinking
about here, and I believe the best way
to do it is to proceed as I have sug-
gested.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes 35 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to direct a question
to the majority leader without it being
charged.

It is my understanding he wants now
to have the vote at 5:15 instead of 5

p.m.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
have just been asked by the Finance
Committee, which is now in a meeting
on health care, if I would postpone the
vote to 5:15. I asked them to check
with Senator DOLE, and I am just ad-
vised he is agreeable to that and I will,
therefore, now put a request to have
the vote at 5:15, with the additional 15
minutes equally divided.

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator.
That is what I was inquiring about, ac-
tually.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the vote
scheduled under the previous order to
occur at 5 p.m. in fact be held at 5:15,
with the additional 15 minutes to be
equally divided between the Senator
from New York and myself, and that
all other terms of the unanimous-con-
sent agreement remain in force.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, there-
fore, I ask my colleague to yield me 5
minutes.

Mr. D’AMATO. Yes; certainly.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I am
bewildered by the resistance of the ma-
jority party to holding hearings of any
substance and meaning. If you look at
the majority leader's second-degree
amendment, it basically just says that
the Congress of the United States is
the tool of the special prosecutor. We
are to abide by and live by whatever
judgments he makes, and we are devoid
of the ability and the responsibility of
making our own.
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I am a little distracted, and I am glad
the majority leader is here because last
week there was an argument as to what
the Senate resolution, which we passed
98 to 0 on March 17, stated. And with
respect to the issue of granting immu-
nity, subsection (¢) of that resolution
stated in its entirety:

No witness called to testify at these hear-
ings shall be granted immunity under sec-
tion 6002 and section 6005 of title 18, United
States Code, over the objection of Special
Counsel Robert B. Fiske.

Then, on Thursday afternoon, the
majority leader, on the floor of the
Senate, made this statement in its en-
tirety:

Mr. President, the Senator—

From New York—
has evidently forgotten that on March 17 of
this year, the Senate voted 98-0 for a resolu-
tion which includes the following statement:
“No witness called to testify at these hear-
ings shall be granted immunity.”

Mr. President, that statement is sim-
ply not the truth. It is simply not com-
plete. By deleting the last portion of
the text of the subsection, the majority
leader effectively changed its entire
meaning. But he proceeded, again, to
level the same charge, and I quote
again:

Every single Republican Senator who
voted, voted for that resolution. I repeat:
The resolution stated as explicitly and as
clearly as can be stated in the English lan-
guage: ‘‘No witness called to testify at these
hearings shall be granted immunity."”

Once again, the majority leader de-
leted the operative phrase ‘‘over the
objections of Special Counsel Robert B.
Fiske, Jr.”

S0, in an attempt to correct the im-
pression left by the majority leader,
the Senator from New York, a short
time later, read into the RECORD the
full text of the original subsection.
Nevertheless, later that same evening,
the majority leader again misrepre-
sented the text of that package. He
stated, and I quote again from the
RECORD:

Mr. President, nothing said here today ex-
poses more clearly the motive involved on
the other side. In the resolution approved by
the Senate in March by a vote of 98-0, it stat-
ed, “No witness called to testify at these
hearings shall be granted immunity'—no
witness shall be granted immunity. And that
was put in at the request of Republican col-
leagues.

Mr. President, that is not the entire
text of the subsection. That is a distor-
tion of the resolution, and it is unfair
to accuse the Senator from New York
and the Republicans of disingenuity on
the basis of a change that never took
place. It is a misquote.

The majority leader then went on to
state the following:

After they requested that there be no im-
munity, after they all voted for a resolution
which says explicitly, as clearly and plainly
as the English language can be used, ‘“No
witness called to testify at these hearings
shall be granted immunity,” now today they
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tell us, “‘Oh, well, there really ought to be
the power to grant immunity.” It is a com-
plete flip-flop. It is a complete zig-zag. It is
a complete reversal.

Mr. President, my point is this is
simply and specifically not what took
place, not what the Senate voted on. It
is a misstatement of the fact.

And now here, with this amendment,
we are coming along and once again
saying that the majority leader would
have the Senate abdicate its role, its
responsibility, to Mr. Robert B. Fiske.
Somehow or another, it is clear that
the majority party is engaging in a
coverup as complete and specific as
possibly can be contrived over the issue
of Whitewater, Madison Guaranty, the
Lasater affair, and other such matters.

The public is entitled to know. And
if, as is always the case stated down-
town, there is no reason to suppose
that the President and his people have
done anything, then, Mr. President,
there is no reason for the coverup.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
how much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MURRAY). The Senator controls 9 min-
utes.

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield 9 minutes to
the Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Maine, the ma-
jority leader, for yielding. I have not
weighed into this debate in the past,
not because I did not have strong feel-
ings about it, not because I did not
have a provincial interest in defending
the President, who happens to be from
my home State, not because I do not
believe in the President, who has been
a close friend of mine for 20 years, but
because the arguments have been so in-
sufferably repetitious and so partisan, I
just did not see much use in taking up
additional time by adding my voice to
the endless hours of debate on some-
thing which is obviously perceived by
my friends and colleagues on the other
side as redounding to their political
benefit. x

As recently as 48 hours ago, the
President and First Lady spent 2%
hours with the independent counsel—
no special favors requested, none
granted; 2%2 hours under oath; the spe-
cial prosecutor being there because vir-
tually every Democrat, I think every
Democrat in the Senate, voted for the
appointment of the independent coun-
sel.

At that time we were told by our
friends on the other side of the aisle
that this is what they wanted. They
wanted an independent counsel to in-
vestigate these matters. They said
they wanted an independent counsel to
investigate an investment made by two
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people who were about 31 and 32 years
of age, respectively, a relatively small
investment in a real estate venture
which failed and which now everybody
on that side of the aisle portrays as Ar-
mageddon. It is one of the most incred-
ible things I have ever witnessed. When
I think of not only what has happened,
but what needs to happen in the Senate
between now and the end of the year, I
think about how many hours we have
spent on this absolutely fruitless de-
bate.

The majority leader has made the
point over and over and over again we
are going to have hearings. And that is
all the original request was, to have an
independent counsel to investigate it.
Democrats agreed. I voted for it. Now
Democrats are also agreeing to the Re-
publicans' request for a hearing, but
not in a timeframe that would poison
the well of the investigation. I do not
think anybody wants to bring this to a
conclusion and tell the American peo-
ple precisely all there is to know about
it more than the President of the Unit-
ed States.

Mr. President, why do our friends on
the other side of the aisle not point out
to the American people that the deficit
for next year is going to be $171 bil-
lion—3$80 billion less than it was when
Bill Clinton became President. And if
we do our work here the way he wants
us to do it, the deficit will still be less
in 1996. Go to the American people and
ask ‘“Which is more important to you,
Whitewater or getting the deficit
down? What is more important to you,
getting the unemployment rate from
7.1 percent to 6 percent and creating
more jobs in 1 year than George Bush
created in 4 or Whitewater?" Ask the
American people if they want this
economy to grow while interest rates
remain steady and the inflation rate
remains under control. Is that what
you want or do you want to talk some
more about Whitewater? Everybody
here, Republican and Democrat alike,
knows what the answer to that is.

Madam President, I will just close
with this observation. I went to Nor-
mandy last week. I did not serve in
Normandy. I did not serve in the Euro-
pean theater. I was a Marine. My serv-
ice was in the Pacific. And yet the war
in Europe has always been a matter of
acute interest to me. The Civil War has
been, too. But the invasion on the Nor-
mandy coastline where 18-, 19-, 20-year-
old kids—if you were 25, you were one
of the old men—jumped out of those
troop transports baring their chests to
German machine guns, some of them
drowning because they had 50- to 90-
pound packs on their back and jumped
into water over their heads. Normandy
and the beaches was such an emotional
experience for me. I was almost sorry I
went.

At Anzio, the President came up to
me and related a story to me. He said,
“I was walking through the cemetery a
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moment ago,”’ where there are 10,000
white crosses and Stars of David. Ineci-
dentally, this was before the ceremony
started, and we were visiting after the
ceremonies. He says, ‘A man came up
to me and said, ‘Mr. President, I landed
here at Anzio with a man from Arkan-
sas who became my best friend. We
fought all the way from the south to
the north of Italy together. And his
name was Clayton Little.”"

That name does not mean anything
to you, but Clayton Little was in the
legislature when I was Governor. He
was in the legislature when Senator
PrYOR was Governor. And he was in the
legislature when Bill Clinton was Gov-
ernor, a wonderful man who died 2
years ago.

And the President said, ‘I had to tell
this man that our mutual friend, Clay-
ton Little, had died.” The man went
ahead to say, and this has nothing to
do with the story, he said, ‘““You see
that grave right over there?” The
President said, ‘“‘Yes." He said, ‘I
should be lying in that grave. I was
going out on a patrol one night. I was
a sergeant. He was just a private. He
said, ‘Let me go in your place. I'm
going stir crazy in this foxhole.’ I fi-
nally said, ‘Go ahead." And he went,
and he got ambushed by the Germans.
He was killed.”

I heard story after story after story
like that. And at Omaha, 10,000 more
white crosses and Stars of David. As I
walked through that cemetery and
looked down at that awesome beach
where so many brave men gave their
lives, I thought it’'s good that I am here
because it gives me a good insight into
how insignificant Whitewater and
Paula Jones and all the rest of it is. In
the scheme of things, it does not
amount to very much. The point is, we
have a great Nation, and the people ex-
pect us to act like it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has 5 minutes and
20 seconds. The Senator from New
York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, let
me say, first of all, that I find the re-
marks of my friend and colleague from
Arkansas to be very moving as it re-
lates to his recounting of the sacrifices
and tragedies—and they were individ-
ual tragedies—as a nation we feel, and
obviously when we go back to the sites
of historic battles and occasions of
great things performed by young men,
heroic deeds and actions, truly in the
totality of things one could actually
say what really matters, what is im-
portant. I understand that.

But I could also raise, by way of ex-
ample, that if we are going to use that
as a standard, then we never would
have had an Iran-Contra Committee set
up. We would never have had a Water-
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gate committee set up. We would never
have had the number of committees
that have been set up to review, to
look, and to ascertain whether or not
there has been an abuse of power. I
would say that there are certainly
more potentially important things that
we could deal with on a day-by-day
basis. That is not the question here.
There is no doubt that the question as
to what may or may not take place in
North Korea is a very important one.
But that is not a good and sufficient
reason for saying we should not then go
forth.

Every administration after this one
could then nse that as the rationale for
saying we should not have hearings.
Every administration from this point
on could say, no, oversight should not
be conducted when we have special
counsel.

By the way, there is a difference. I
would note this. The majority leader
has spoken about ‘“subject to.”’ I say we
are not ‘‘subject to.”” We should not be
subject to the special counsel or his
work. We should be mindful of it. We
should look to work with him in a co-
operative effort as opposed to ‘‘subject
to."” They are distinguishable. And it is
just that point that I think we have to
arrive at.

Let me say this, with all due regard
to the sincerity with which my col-
leagues on the other side raise the
issue of the special counsel, if it is
raised in this manner, if we say we can-
not set up a methodology by going for-
ward without legislation prohibiting us
from going into relevant matters, then
the special counsel appointment is just
being used as a shield to keep us from
doing what we should be doing and in a
timely manner.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question at that
moment?

Mr. D’AMATO. Yes.

Mr. WALLOP. It seems to me, as I
listened to the Senator from Arkansas
and “beating a dead horse' and holding
a ‘“‘fruitless debate,” if it is a ‘‘dead
horse’” in a “‘fruitless debate,” it is
only because we are not allowed to get
into the debate and get into the oper-
ation of a truly open set of hearings.

I would say that those who fought so
that we could debate, and not be
abused for the process of doing it—and
if it is insignificant—would my friend
not admit that if it is insignificant, as
the Senator from Arkansas said, then
why not open it up and be done with it?
Why not let us go ahead and have the
hearings and be done with it? If it is in-
significant, it will show. If it is not in-
significant, people are entitled to
know.

Would that not be a fair assessment?

Mr. D'AMATO. I believe it is. I agree
with my colleague. I think he really
comes to the gravamen of the issue.

I would conclude by saying, when we
talk about working with special coun-
sel, I believe we can and should. But
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that, again, is different from being
“subject to.”” That means that Con-
gress must seek permission from the
special counsel. And if the special
counsel dictates how and when con-
gressional hearings will be conducted, I
do not believe we should be making
that kind of delegation. It is something
that we will regret. It is a precedent
that we have never followed, nor
should we at this point in time.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on the pending amendment.

The question now occurs on amend-
ment No. 1781 offered by the majority
leader. On this guestion, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL]
is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Ford Mitchell
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Boren Harkin Murray
Boxer Heflin Nunn
Bradley Hollings Pell
Breaux Inouye Pryor
Bryan Johnston Reid
Bumpers Ki dy Riegle
Byrd Kerrey Robb
Campbell Kerry Rockefeller
Conrad Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Sasser
DeConcini Leahy Shelby
Dodd Levin Simon
Dorgan Lieberman Wellstone
Exon Mathews Wolfford
Feingold M, e
NAYS—43
Bennett Gorton McConnell
Bond Gramm Murkowski
Brown Grassley Nickles
Burns Gregg Packwood
Chafee Hatch Pressler
Coats Hatfield Roth
Cochran Helms Simpson
Cohen Hutchison Smith
Craig Jeffords Specter
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens
Danforth Kempthorne Thurmond
Dole Lott Wallop
Domenici Lugar Warner
Durenberger Mack
Faircloth McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Coverdell
So, the amendment (No. 1781), was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question now
occurs on amendment No. 1780, as
amended.

The amendment (No. 1780), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The majority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President,
as I earlier indicated, there will be no
further rollcall votes this evening.

With respect to the schedule tomor-
row, I have discussed the matter with
the distinguished Senator from New
York, and we have agreed on the fol-
lowing procedure:
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At 10 a.m. tomorrow, Senator
D'AMATO will offer another amend-
ment. I or my designee will then offer
a second-degree amendment, following
the pattern that has developed today.
And then those two amendments will
be debated. There will be no vote prior
to 11:15 a.m.

The joint leadership has a meeting at
the White House at about 10 a.m. to-
morrow. To accommodate all those in-
volved in that meeting, there will not
be a vote prior to 11:15, and that is why
Senator D'AMATO has agreed that the
second-degree amendment may be of-
fered by my designee at that time. In-
deed, he graciously offered to offer the
second-degree amendment himself. But
that will not be necessary, as another
Senator will be here as my designee
managing the bill.

So we will be back on this subject
with another amendment by Senator
D'AMATO and another second-degree
amendment by myself beginning at 10
tomorrow, with no vote prior to 11:15.

I anticipate that there should be a
vote at or shortly after 11:15, and then
we will proceed with the measure
thereafter.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
now ask unanimous consent that there
be a period for morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak therein.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Mississippi.

STATEMENT OF NICKI NICHOLS

GAMBLE’'S 20TH ANNIVERSARY
AT PPLM
Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I

want to take this opportunity to pay
tribute to one of the most extraor-
dinarily effective women I know, Nicki
Nichols Gamble. On June 22, the
Planned Parenthood League of Massa-
chusetts will honor her for her 20 years
as its president.

She has taken what was, in 1974, a
small advocacy and educational orga-
nization with a budget of $200,000 and
built it into an advocacy, education,
social service, and medical services or-
ganization with an annual budget of
$4,500,000, a staff of 130, and 3 sites. She
opened the first comprehensive repro-
ductive health clinic in Worcester, MA
in 1982, despite vigorous and abusive
antiabortion harassment and litiga-
tion; she litigated the State’s parental/
judicial consent statutes and designed
a nationally replicated intervention
model in response to the first State
statute in this area; and she organized
an effective collaboration between
Planned Parenthood and the Women’'s
Bar Association.

Nicki’'s leadership in organizing edu-
cation, pregnancy prevention, and HIV/
AIDS prevention programs has made
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the Planned Parenthood League of
Massachusetts one of the Nation's
most influential organizations in the
area of reproductive health. For her
work, she has been honored with the
Roger Baldwin Award from the Civil
Liberties Union of Massachusetts, the
Debs-Thomas-Bernstein Award from
the Democratic Socialists of America,
the Abigail Adams Award from the
Massachusetts Women's Political Cau-
cus, and the Ruth Green Award by the
National Executive Directors' Council
of Planned Parenthood.

In addition she has been a good friend
and staunch ally for many years. Her 20
yvears at Planned Parenthood of Massa-
chusetts have been remarkably produc-
tive and I wish her well for the next 20.

CHATHAM HIGH SCHOOL
STUDENTS

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
would like to take a moment tc recog-
nize the accomplishments of the Chat-
ham High School students who partici-
pated in the We the People . .. The
Citizen and the Constitution competi-
tion.

Although we frequently hear discour-
aging words about the state of our pub-
lic education system, these students
from Chatham High have given us rea-
son to be hopeful.

Recently these 19 students from
Chatham High School in Chatham,
Massachusetts distinguished them-
selves along with students from 47
other classes throughout the Nation in
the We the People . . . The Citizen and
the Constitution national competition
held in Washington, DC from April 30
to May 2, 1994.

Administered by the Center for Civic
Education, the program is designed to
help students understand the history
and principles of the U.S. Constitution
and Bill of Rights and to learn to par-
ticipate competently and responsibly
in our political system.

For their accomplishments in this
competition and their commitment to
excellence in the classroom, I would
like to recognize Stephanie Agnew,
Christina Cox, Alison D'Elia, Trevor
Davis, Brendan Doherty, Noah
Farnham, Courtney Harris, Denis
Hynds, Kate Murdoch, Baralee Murphy,
Sarah Norcross, Richard Parrent, Erica
Peltier, Rachel Shields, Joshua Stello,
Nick Szado, Richard Torres, Karen
Wright, Jennifer Zibrat, and their
teacher Tom Flaherty.

TRIBUTE TO PORTLAND GENERAL
ELECTRIC CO.

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President,
today I would like to pay tribute to
Portland General Electric Co., the larg-
est electric utility provider in my
State, and a company which over the
past 18 months has undergone a rather
remarkable transformation.
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For 17 years Portland General Elec-
tric Co. operated the Trojan nuclear
power plant in Rainier, OR, which,
when it began commercial operation in
1976, was the largest nuclear plant in
the Nation. Over its operating life, this
1,100 MW reactor provided Oregon with
nearly one-quarter of its electric en-
ergy needs. But in January 1992, PGE’s
management and board of directors
were facing costly steam generator re-
pairs and made the very difficult and
painful decision to cease operation of
Trojan nearly 18 years before the end of
its operating license.

Shutting down a generating plant the
size of Trojan so far ahead of schedule
posed some significant challenges for
PGE and its employees in Oregon. I am
happy to say, however, that under the
direction of Ken L. Harrison, chief ex-
ecutive officer, and Richard G. Reiten,
president and chief operating officer,
PGE has met these challenges head on
and has achieved significant success.
For example, within 60 days of closing
Trojan, PGE was able to secure long-
term natural gas contracts to fuel a
new 200 MW natural gas-fired cogenera-
tion plant to be built at the Port of
Morrow, OR. PGE also secured short-
term replacement power from other
utilities in the Pacific Northwest and
areas as far away as Arizona.

The transformation of which I speak,
however, is not just about finding re-
placement power and bringing new gen-
erating resources on line, Rather, it is
about the manner in which both the
management and the employees at
Portland General Electric seem to have
embraced a new nonnuclear culture
and a new set of values and priorities
about their role in Oregon's energy fu-
ture.

This has happened for a variety of
reasons, not the least of which is good
management and a sound business
plan. Nevertheless, as I will illustrate
in a moment, Portland General Elec-
tric seems to be succeeding largely be-
cause their employees also share a
commitment to a collaborative process
which includes working with other
community leaders, environmental in-
terest groups and state regulators in
planning the State’s energy future.
There are no better examples of this
commitment than the many programs
PGE has initiated related to energy ef-
ficiency and the environment.

After the closure of Trojan in Janu-
ary 1992, PGE was the first utility in
the United States to market the Power
Smart program, a comprehensive edu-
cational and labeling campaign which
now covers over 30 product categories
at nearly 80 retail outlets in the great-
er Portland area. Power Smart is de-
signed to create win-win situations for
utilities and electric users by teaching
consumers that energy efficiency prod-
ucts are convenient to use and contrib-
ute to an improved lifestyle and envi-
ronment.
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During 1993, Portland General Elec-
tric also continued to provide benefits
to its customers and shareholders
under a regulatory incentive program
with the Oregon Public Utilities Com-
mission. This program allows the util-
ity, after meeting an energy efficiency
benchmark, to earn a profit on dem-
onstrated energy savings. With the
help of these incentives, PGE has as-
sisted its customers in achieving over
18 average megawatts of permanent
savings. This cooperative venture with
the state PUC and the new ethic of
treating energy efficiency like other
generating resources is what I am
proud to see happening.

Madam President, this point about
treating energy efficiency programs
like other supply-side programs is cur-
rently under siege in many utility cir-
cles across the Nation as energy con-
servation becomes more costly due to
increased competition and cheap sup-
plies of natural gas, even when adjust-
ments are made for environmental im-
pacts. Portland General Electric, how-
ever, has been a leader in delivering
some of the most cost effective energy
conservation programs in the entire
Western United States. While many
utilities are delivering efficiency pro-
grams at $2,000 to $3,000 per megawatt,
Portland General Electric's conserva-
tion program's average cost over the
last 2 years was only $1,000 per average
megawatt.

Finally, Madam President, this past
yvear Portland General Electric was
only the second utility in the country
to issue what is called a ‘“‘renewables
only” request for new resources. This
solicitation for 50 average megawatts
of power was limited to renewable en-
ergy technologies only and has resulted
in further discussions with four compa-
nies offering a wide range of wind, geo-
thermal, hydro, and biomass tech-
nologies. Much work remains to put
these resources in place, but coopera-
tion and commitment have accom-
plished much, already.

Similar examples of PGE's new cor-
porate culture exist on the environ-
mental side as well. Upon closing the
Trojan nuclear power plant, Portland
General Electric secured its possession
only license from the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission in less time than
any other previous utility. Still today,
PGE is under budget and ahead of
schedule in removing several large low-
level waste components and filing a
total decommissioning plan with the
NRC by the end of this year.

Madam President, this final environ-
mental example seems to exemplify my
point perhaps more poignantly than
others regarding the turnaround in this

‘company. Just this past month, Port-

land General Electric along with
Concordia College, a community-based
undergraduate college in northeast
Portland, announced the creation of an
entire 4-year, undergraduate degree
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program in environmental technology
and remediation which will use class-
rooms and labs located right at the
Trojan nuclear power plant. The oppor-
tunity to study alongside the decom-
missioning of a civilian nuclear power
reactor has generated enough excite-
ment that program participants also
include four other universities, at least
four other corporate sponsors, the Or-
egon Department of Environmental
Quality and two environmental activ-
ist organizations. When those first
graduates receive their diplomas a few
short years from now it will truly be a
story of turning a perceived liability
into an outstanding educational oppor-
tunity.

In conclusion, without the commit-
ment and dedication of management
and the employees of Portland General
Electric, and without the support and
involvement of other government and
community leaders, this remarkable
transformation could not have taken
place. I want to congratulate all those
individuals who have contributed to
these efforts. Best of luck and contin-
ued success.

SAINT MARIA GORETTI HIGH
SCHOOL “WE THE PEOPLE ...
THE CITIZEN AND THE CON-
STITUTION COMPETITION"

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
rise today to recognize the students
from Saint Maria Goretti High School
in Hagerstown, MD who competed in
the ‘“We the People . .. The Citizen
and the Constitution' national com-
petition here in our Nation's capital
from April 30th through May 2. The
students involved in this competition
showed a rare dedication to the prin-
ciples on which our country was found-
ed.

In this competition, these students
demonstrated a remarkable grasp of
the fundamental ideals and values of
American constitutional government.
Through their spirit of competition
and commitment to learning, they
have set an example for us all.

Mr. President, I salute the partici-
pating students from the Saint Maria
Goretti High School, and all those who
took part in this competition, for their
hard work and commitment. The char-
acter, perseverance, and leadership
that enabled them to reach this goal
are an inspiration for everyone striving
for success in their own lives.

————

TRIBUTE TO STAFF SGT. DAVID M.
ABRAMS

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
want to call to the Senate’s attention
the achievements of Staff Sgt. David
M. Abrams, a member of the 6th Infan-
try Division (Light) stationed at Fort
Wainwright, near Fairbanks, in my
home State, Alaska.

On Flag Day, June 14, 1994, Sergeant
Abrams received the Thomas Jefferson
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award for excellence in military jour-
nalism at a ceremony at the Pentagon.

This is not the first time that Ser-
geant Abrams has been honored for his
journalistic talent.

Not too long ago, when I was present
at a military appreciation dinner in
Fairbanks, it was announced that Ser-
geant Abrams was selected as the Paul
D. Savanuck Military Print Journalist
of the Year for 1993.

In addition, he was named the 1992
and 1993 Military Journalist of the
Year for the U.S. Army Pacific Com-
mand.

On top of these honors, Sergeant
Abrams received several Fourth Estate
Awards from Headquarters, Forces
Command in conjunction with the
Keith L. Ware Army journalism com-
petition. His entries in the competition
included first place in the news articles
category, second place in features, and
third place in special achievement in
print media.

Above and beyond his numerous jour-
nalism awards, Sergeant Abrams has
also earned and been decorated with
the Meritorious Service Medal, Army
Commendation Medal, second oak leaf
cluster, and the Army Achievement
Medal (second oak leaf cluster), and
the Army Conduct Medal.

1t is with admiration that I pay trib-
ute to Staff Sergeant Abrams, a re-
markable member of our outstanding
military forces.

TRIBUTE TO JOANN J. MILLER

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
today, I want to recognize Ms. JoAnn
J. Miller, of Fairbanks, the Golden
Heart city of my home State, Alaska,
for her volunteer efforts.

Ms. Miller was recently recognized
for community service with the First
Lady’s Volunteer Award, presented by
the First Lady of Alaska, Mrs. Ermalee
Hickel, wife of Governor Walter J.
Hickel. o

Ms. Miller has just completed an 8-
year term as volunteer president of the
Farthest North Girl Scout Council,
where she has a total of 16 years of
service.

Her leadership has made a significant
difference to the Girl Scouts in my
State. A decade of hard work, planning
and coordination have resulted in a
permanent Girl Scout Center in Fair-
banks. She has become known as the
institutional memory of the organiza-
tion as the board of directors’ composi-
tion changed over the years.

Girl Scouts have honored her with
their ““Thanks Badge II,"" a tribute to
those who have received the Thanks
Badge and continue to give outstand-
ing service that is so significantly
above the call of duty that no other
award would be appropriate.

I feel that JoAnn Miller's outstand-
ing efforts have greatly enriched the
lives of others, and have made our
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great State of Alaska a better place in
which to live, setting an example of
community service for each of us.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? TAKE
A LOOK AT THIS

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, the
incredibly enormous Federal debt is
like the weather—everybody talks
about it but nobody does anything
about it. Congress talks a good game
about bringing Federal deficits and the
Federal debt under control, but there
are just too many Senators and Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
who unfailingly find all sorts of ex-
cuses for voting to defeat proposals for
a constitutional amendment to require
a balanced Federal budget.

As of Monday, June 13, at the close of
business, the Federal debt stood—down
to the penny—at exactly
$4,604,542,562,666.93. This debt, mind
you, was run up by the Congress of the
United States, because the big-spend-
ing bureaucrats in the executive
branch of the U.S. Government cannot
spend a dime that has not first been
authorized and appropriated by the
U.S. Congress. The U.S. Constitution is
quite specific about that, as every
school boy is supposed to know,.

And pay no attention to the nonsense
from politicians that the Federal debt
was run up by one President or an-
other, depending on party affiliation.
Sometimes they say Ronald Reagan
ran it up,; sometimes they say George
Bush. I even heard that Jimmy Carter
helped run it up. All three suggestions
are wrong. The are false because the
Congress of the United States is the
villain.

Most people cannot conceive of a bil-
lion of anything, let alone a trillion. It
may provide a bit of perspective to
bear in mind that a billion seconds ago,
Mr. President, the Cuban missile crises
was going on. A billion minutes ago,
not many years had elapsed since
Christ was crucified.

That sort of puts it in perspective,
does it not, that Congress has run up a
Federal debt of 4,604 of those billions—
of dollars. In other words, the Federal
debt, as I said earlier, stands today at
four trillion, 604 billion, 542 million, 562
thousand, 566 dollars and 93 cents.

THE INDIAN STUDIES CHAIR: AN
ACADEMIC VENTURE

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I
commend the establishment of an India
Chair at Columbia University. In the
endeavor to create the Indian Studies
Chair at Columbia’s Southern Asian In-
stitute, supporters for this project have
raised over $360,000. However, an esti-
mated $1.5 million is needed to endow
the chair

I applaud the efforts of those who are
working hard to establish this Indian
Studies program. Specifically, I com-
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mend Dr. Rajendra Bansal and Dr.
Thomas Abraham, co-chairpersons of
the endowment campaign for Chair in
Indian Studies, as well as Dr. Manjula
Bansal, secretary of the campaign.
They have labored many hours to
transform a dream into reality.

The India Chair at Columbia Univer-
sity will offer students the opportunity
to learn from and to study with great
scholars of Indian culture, history, and
contemporary issues. This will allow
students to better understand and work
with our Indian allies. I urge my col-
leagues to show support for this impor-
tant academic endeavor.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to place several related news-
paper articles from India Abroad in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From India Abroad, Dec. 10, 1993]
MRS. ONASSIS SUPPORTS INDIA CHAIR
(By Shailaja Neelakantan)

The campaign for endowing a chair for In-
dian Studies at Columbia University got a
boost with the presence of Jacqueline Ken-
nedy Onassis at the launching of Naveen
Patnaik’s book, ‘“The Garden of Life.”

The Dec. 2 reception was held at the Indian
Consulate under the auspices of Doubleday,
publisher of the book, and the Consulate
General of India. With a virtual Who's Who
of New York present, the event was a stimu-
lus for an India chair at Columbia’s South
Asia Institute. Mrs. Onassis was present in
her capacity as senior editor at Doubleday.

About $1,000 from sales of the book during
the reception was donated to the campaign
for an India chair, according to Pallavi Shah,
who runs Our Personal Guest, a public rela-
tions firm. She said $10 from every sale of
the book (it costs $35) would continue to go
towards the endowment for the chair. Air-
India provided additional support for the re-
ception.

Endowed chairs are a prominent feature of
America’s private universities. Interest from
an endowment enables support for salary and
benefits of a senior member of the faculty.
This chair will promote a better apprecia-
tion of India."

She said Columbia University was a vir-
tually automatic choice because it is the
most urban and international of America's
Ivy League universities. “‘Dr. B.R. Ambedkar
earned his doctorate there before going on to
head the committee that wrote the Indian
Constitution,” she said.

The government of Pakistan has already
endowed a Quaid-e-Azam Distinguished Pro-
fessorship at Columbia. Several other com-
munities in the United States, including the
Japanese, German and Armenian, have also
endowed chairs of Columbia.

The reception for Patnaik’'s book, which
deals with the healing plants of India, was
attended by supporters of an Indian chair
and New York literary and social figures.
Patnaik is a founding member of INTACH—
the Indian National Trust for Art and Cul-
tural Heritage.

The guests included Stephen Rubin, presi-
dent and publisher of Doubleday, Bianca
Jagger, Sonny and Gita Mehta, Carly Simon,
Mr. and Mrs. Sam Peabody, Kenneth Lane,
Diandra Douglas, Caroline Herrara,
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Francesco Clemente, Fernando Sanchez,
Aroon Shivdasani, Anjali Mathrani, Mr. and
Mrs. Feroze Talyarkhan, Mr. and Mrs.
Purnendu Chatterjee, Zach Zacharias and
Thomas Abraham, among others.

Mrs. Onassis did not address the gathering,
but Doubleday’s publisher, Stephen Rubin, in
a short speech voiced support for the endow-
ment of an India chair at Columbia.

He said the Indian American community
had made valuable contributions to America
and that a chair at a premier institution like
Columbia would go a long way in fostering a
better understanding of the country.

As Dr. Manjula Bansal, secretary of the
managing committee for the India chair,
said: “The best way to make sure India does
not remain peripheral is to endow chairs and
programs representing India at America's
great universities."

An endowment of $1.5 million would be re-
quired for an India chair, of which the ac-
count currently has $200,000. Pledges of
$150,000 more have been made, according to
Dr. Rajendra Bansal, co-head of the manag-
ing committee for the India Chair.

Our Personal Guest arranged the food for
the evening—a combination of champagne
and Indian hors d'ouvres. Dhoklas, pieces of
roti with baingan ka bharta and several
other dishes, made with herbs mentioned in
Patnaik’s book, were served. Completing the
picture, Indian women wearing traditional
ghaghra-cholis served paan, another culinary
plant described by Patnaik.

A report in the April issue of Publisher's
Weekly described Patnaik's latest book as
well his previous one—the lavishly illus-
trated “A Second Paradise: Indian Courtly
Life 1590-1947—as particular favorites of Mrs.
Onassis.

[From India Abroad, Feb. 4, 1994]
BOOST FOR INDIA CHAIR AT COLUMBIA

NEW YORK.—The American Express Foun-
dation recently presented a check for $50,000
toward the endowment of an India Chair at
Columbia University. At a function held in
the Indian Consulate here, Sreedhar Menon,
deputy president, American Express Bank
Ldt., handed over the check to Prof. Jack
Hawley, director of the Southern Asian In-
stitute at Columbia.

Hawley said at the presentation, “We are
deeply grateful to American Express for this
tangible expression of support for the study
of India in the U.S.” He praised Menon for
his efforts saying, ‘‘Mr. Menon is a persua-
sive spokesperson for this effort in corporate
circles and I want also to acknowledge his
role in securing the gift."”

The amount needed to endow an India
Chair at Columbia is $1.5 million. Menon
commented: ‘‘The cause is especially worthy,
in my view, since it stands to benefit the In-
dian American community for years to
come."

[From India Abroad, Apr. 15, 1994]
$360,000 FROM DONATIONS AND PREMIERE
(By Nirmal Mitra)

NEW YORK.—About $360,000 was raised last
week in the first major fund-raiser for the
India chair at Columbia University, with
$250,000 coming from the premiere of Ismail
Merchant's film “In Custody,"” corporate
sponsors and individual donors.

A sum of $100,000 was also pledged by
Kurian and Mary Chacko, owners of Balogh
Jewelers, Madison Ave., Manhattan, and an-
other $10,000 by another individual.

The film, Merchant’s directorial debut, was
screened at the Paris Theater April 7. Some
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586 people turned up for the premiere, includ-
ing former U.S. ambassador to India, Sen-
ator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, his wife and
daughter, and about 600 for the reception at
the Rose Room of the Trump Plaza Hotel
that preceded the screening.

Speaking at the reception, Senator Moy-
nihan lauded the campaign for the India
chair and praised the farsightedness of the
Indian-American community in establishing
themselves in their adopted homeland. He
saluted Ismail Merchant for pledging the
proceeds of the premiere of the film to the
chair. He had never seen so many people
gathered in the Plaza Hotel, he said. Moy-
nihan reaffirmed his love for India and re-
called the association of his family with
India.

The Columbia president Mr. George Rubb
spoke very highly of the Indian community
and was very grateful that they had selected
Columbia for the establishment of the chair,
further enriching its academic traditions.

“1t was very satisfying to see that the gala
benefit premiere had cut across all sections
of the Indian community,” said Dr. Manjula
Bansal, secretary of the India Chair Cam-
paign Committee.

* * * * *

He recalled his past when he came to
America from India. *'I came to New York
first and took a job in the consulate as a
messenger, shuttling between it and the
United Nations,”” he said. ‘I have very fond
memories.”

On meeting the fund target for the chair,
he said: It is time to demand things from
big businessmen and big houses. We cannot
just say we need it, to make the film. And
I'm very happy for that.”

Shashi Kapoor played the lead role in the
film, which is about an Urdu poet whose
works are discovered by a journalist.

‘“When I read Anitaji's book quite a few
vears ago, I liked it but did not think it
could be made into a film. And when Ismail
said he was going to make it, I said he
couldn't.

“But he persisted. He is a very persuasive
man. Once he decides to do something, he
does it.

* * * * *

“Out of this interaction, there will be a
greater and closer understanding, and I
think this chair is an attempt in that direc-
tion.”

Dr. Manjula Bansal, said, “It was our great
fortune that Ismail Merchant deemed fit to
associate with this cause. Last year, when he
completed the film, in which he made his di-
rectorial debut, he offered it to us. Mr. Mer-
chant is part of the advisory committee of
the chair.”

* & * * *

MANY INDIAN STUDENTS

“These days, our student life is full of In-
dian Americans. The Spectator, our news-
paper, features a number of Indian-American
students, as do a number of other student or-
ganizations.

**Just this last year, we saw the founding
of the South Asian Business Association,
which has sponsored a trip to India for their
members and members of other university
business communities. Also set up recently
was SALSA, the South Asian Law Students
Association.

“With all this interest in India, we were
hoping to be able to cap it with an Indian
chair. Universities, particularly private uni-
versities, run in strange ways. They depend
upon support by contact with other people of
the community.
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“The way that support is most succinctly
expressed is in the form of a chair. It is an
endowment, in this case one whose target is
$1.5 million, with which we will be able to
support the salary of a professor. It will
mean that Indian studies can be taught at
Columbia in perpetuity.

**We thought of two possible areas for this
chair—Indian civilization on the humanities
side, or Indian political economy on the so-
cial studies side. We have a large faculty of
some 50 scholars interested in and active in
South Asian affairs. But of those, there is
none who occupies a chair specifically for
the study of India. Yet the Japanese, the Ar-
menians, Jews and others have endowed
chairs at Columbia and other great institu-
tions of this country.

Holly said that Columbia's national re-
source center for South Asian studies was
among eight centers selected by the federal
government to serve a national

* * * * *

Asked if he planned any more fundraisers
to meet the target of $1.5 million by the end
of 1994, Dr. Rajendra Bansal, co-chairperson
of the Indian Chair Campaign Committee,
said: ““We have no immediate plans. But the
premiere has created a lot of awareness in
both the American and Indian communities.
And now we expect to collect a lot in dona-
tions from individuals and corporate con-
cerns. That is what we are going to do. And
it seems to be doing very well.”

He went on: ‘“Moynihan put it very well
when he said this was the best way of bridg-
ing the gap between the two countries is
through such efforts in the field of edu-
cation, which would insure a better under-
standing of India.”

Dr. Bansal added: ‘‘One thing is for sure,
there is no dearth of money in the Indian
community. And it is only a matter of con-
vinecing them and making them aware of the
need for an India Chair. And that is what the
premiere has done. And I think now it will be
an easier task for us to go an appeal to them.
And we hope to collect the funds by the end
of the year."”

He said that efforts were on to hold more
events. ‘‘Deepak Chopra, the prominent phy-
sician, has already said that he is willing to
give a talk show for the benefit of the chair
some time in October-November. Murari
Bapu, known for his katha-recitals, is com-
ing in July-August, and has said he is willing
to do a one-day program for the benefit of
the chair. Also, Dada Vaswani, has made an
appeal, as a result of which the Vaswani sec-
tion of the Sindhi community has promised
a donation.”

Earlier last week, at a press conference
held by the cast of ““In Custody' at the In-
dian Consulate Merchant said it was time to
exhort businessmen and big business houses
to contribute to the cause of an India chair
at Columbia University.

* * * * *

Desai, talking about the film, said: *'The
book was written so long ago that I thought
it was quite forgotten. It had faded, really,
till Ismail took it up and decided to film it.

“It took us many years to get it started. I
often thought it wouldn't happen at all. It
didn't seem likely because Merchant Ivory
got busier and busier and more and more fa-
mous."

"I was very surprised when it did happen.
And it was purely by coincidence, really,
that it turned out to be the perfect time to
make the film. When I wrote it, nobody
thought of the Urdu language or Islamic cul-
ture being in any way threatened in India. It
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wasn't seen as having any political impor-
tance at all.

* * * x *

Kapoor went on: “Quite rightly, the film
has been associated with a marvelous cause
like this. I am glad that Ismail, on behalf of
all of us, has promised to achieve this target
by the end of the year. And I hope this will
not be the end of it.”

AZMI RAISES QUESTION

Shabana Azmi, the actress, said the ques-
tion *“‘is not why there should be an India
chair, but why so late.”

“India is a unique country, but unfortu-
nately suffers from a perception in the West
of being a magical, mystical country, despite
famine and drought,” she noted. “There is a
mythology here about what India is all
about. I think this needs to be shed.”

* * * * &

*The existence of an India chair at Colum-
bia would make sure that over the course of
time, not just next year or the year after
that, but in perpetuity, someone in Columbia
would be able to field questions like that,”
he said. *“We hope that the chair will be wor-
thy of the support we have received from the
Indian-American community as a whole.”

TRIBUTE TO CAPT. ROBERT D.
MULLINS, U.S. NAVY

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I
rise today on behalf of the people of the
State of Hawaili, to express our grati-
tude to Capt. Robert D. Mullins, who is
retiring from active duty in the U.S.
Navy after 26 years of distinguished
service,

Capt. Robert Mullins started his
naval career as a flight instructor at
NAS Corpus Christi, TX, after graduat-
ing from the U.S. Naval Academy at
Annapolis in 1969, and receiving his
wings in 1971. His first operational as-
signment was with Air Anti-Submarine
Squadron 29 at NAS North Island, CA.
While there, he participated in the first
operational deployment of the S-3A Vi-
king to the Western Pacific aboard the
U.S.8. Enterprise.

He graduated from the U.S. Naval
Test Pilot School in 1977, and served as
engineering test pilot at the Naval Air
Test Center until 1980. Captain Mullins
was one of the first test pilots to per-
form out-of-control and spin flight
testing on the T-34C training aircraft.
During this time he also earned a MS
degree in systems management from
the University of Southern California.

His next assignment took him to
NAS Cecil Field, FL, where Capt.
Mullins served as safety officer, and
subsequently operations officer, during
deployments to the Indian Ocean and
Eastern Mediterranean aboard the
U.8.8. Independence. He was named VS
Wing One’s ‘‘Tailhooker of the Year”
in 1981 and ““Top Hook" in Carrier Air
Wing 6 in 1982.

Upon returning to Maryland in Janu-
ary of 1983 as chief flight instructor at
the U.S. Naval Test Pilot School, Capt.
Mullins rewrote the test flight syllabus
and managed the training curriculum.
He assumed command of the ‘“Attack
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Frogs'” in 1987. During his command
tour, his squadron received the
CNATRA Golden Anchor Award for re-
tention and the Towers Award for avia-
tion safety excellence.

In 1989, Captain Mullins was selected
to attend the Defense Systems Manage-
ment College at Fort Belvoir, VA.
After completing the program man-
agers course, he reported to Washing-
ton, DC, where he served as assistant
program manager for systems and engi-
neering at Naval Air Systems Com-
mand. It was here that he received his
first Meritorious Service Medal for his
management of system upgrades to the
S5-3B airplane, and the engineering de-
velopment of a new aircraft, the ES-3A
Shadow.

In 1991, Capt. Mullins assumed com-
mand of the Pacific Missile Range Fa-
cility [PMRF] at Barking Sands on the
Island of Kauai. Under his command,
PMRF was the first recipient of the
Commander, Naval Base Pearl Harbor
“Good Neighbor Award' and was sin-
gled out from among 50 Hawaii com-
mands as winner of the Personal Excel-
lence Partnership of the Year Award in
1993.

Hurricane Iniki devastated the Island
of Kauai in 1992, The personnel at
PMRF were among the first to offer
their expert services and perform relief
tasks for the people of Kauai. For their
dedication to the Kauai community,
PMRF personnel received the ‘*‘Human-
itarian Service Medal" for post hurri-
cane work on Kauai.

Under the leadership of Capt.
Mullins, PMRF was awarded two Gold-
en Anchor Awards for retention, Capt.
Mullins earned his second Meritorious
Service Medal, and was named as the
Honolulu Council, Navy League of the
United States, “Military Man of the
Year' in 1993.

Capt. Robert Mullins has shown a
tremendous dedication to his country,
to the Navy and to the people of Ha-
waii. As he leaves his command at
PMRF, he will be sorely missed. How-
ever, Capt. Mullins will remain a famil-
iar face to all Kauai residents, as he
and his wife Madeline will be retiring
to Kalaheo, Kauai.

We, the people of Hawaii, would like
to express our deep gratitude to Capt.
Robert Mullins for his leadership of
PMRF, his dedicated service to our
country, and his involvement in the
Kauai community. We wish him and
his family the very best for the future,
and welcome them to the civilian
Kauai community with open arms.

———

THE CRITICAL SYRIAN DRUG
PROBLEM

Mr. DECONCINI, Madam President,
there is an issue of great importance
which I feel needs to be addressed im-
mediately.

The drug production and trafficking
in Syria is critical. Ninety percent of
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all arable land in Syria's Bekaa Valley
is being used to cultivate narcotics and
Nigeria is being used as the main
transfer point for narcotics from this
area.

The Bekaa Valley has become one of
the most concentrated areas of mari-
juana and opium production in the
world and the drug trafficking
throughout Syria is escalating at an
alarming rate.

Madam President, we have failed to
address the serious implications of cor-
ruption in the Syrian Government. The
only way that narcotics can exit Syria
is with the cooperation of the Syrian
Government. Thousands of tons of nar-
cotics are passing under the noses of
government officials, and not a peep of
protest is being made by administra-
tion officials. How can we work so hard
to prevent drug trafficking in neigh-
boring countries, and yet close our
eyes to it in Syria? I am outraged that
other United States foreign policy con-
siderations appear to take precedence
over holding Syria accountable for its
illicit drug trade. Soon, Mr. President,
we will have to face the perilous drug
problem in Syria, and by then it may
be too late.

We need to strike at the heart of the
problem and immediately confront
President Assad and pressure him to
take action against the traffickers op-
erating throughout the country. We
need to take action to prevent this sit-
uation from mushrooming into some-
thing much worse.

Policemen in the Bekaa Valley make
$500 a year. After receiving bribes from
drug kingpins, however, for the trans-
fer of drugs through the country, in-
come for these policemen rises to
$50,000 per year. This sort of blatant
corruption cannot be allowed in this
day and age, Mr. President, and it is
our duty to confront the administra-
tion of Syria with these grievances.

One continuing point of tension be-
tween the United States and Syria has
been United States refusal to remove
Syria from our list of terrorist coun-
tries, due to their long-standing his-
tory of harboring terrorist groups from
the Middle East and beyond. While the
CIA states that there is no evidence of
Syrian terrorist attacks since 1986, I,
for one, hope that we will not even con-
sider removing Syria from that list
until Syria renounces all terrorist ac-
tivities, improves its human rights
record, and cleans up its drug prob-
lems.

Initiating antidrug programs in
Syria must rank near the top of United
States foreign policy agenda. The time
to act is now, before the situation be-
comes unmanageable. We cannot stand
by and let this situation continue. Af-
firmative action must be taken.
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IN MEMORY OF RABBI MENACHEM
MENDEL SCHNEERSON

Mr. DURENBERGER. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise to express my deep sadness
upon the death of Rabbi Menachem
Mendel Schneerson, the seventh rebbe
of the Lubavitch Hasidic movement.

The rebbe’s death on Sunday at the
age of 92 comes 4 months after he suf-
fered a massive stroke. Rabbi
Schneerson led the Lubavitch move-
ment, one of the world's largest ortho-
dox Jewish communities, for more than
40 years.

There are a significant number of
Lubavitchers in the Saint Paul area.
Throughout my years in the Senate, I
have benefited greatly from their per-
spectives concerning the U.S. policy in
the Middle East, as well as other issues
of concern.

A refugee first from Stalinist Russia
and then from Nazi Germany, Rabbi
Schneerson studied philosophy and en-
gineering in Berlin and Paris.

He became leader of the Lubavitch
Hasidim in 1951, settling with members
of the movement in Crown Heights. Un-
like other Orthodox Jewish movements
which operated in nearly complete se-
clusion, the Lubavitchers under Rabbi
Schneerson’s leadership sought to
reach out to secular Jews. Over the 43
years of his tenure, the headquarters of
the Lubavitch movement in New York
City has become a center of over 2,000
educational, social, and rehabilitative
institutions.

For the past 16 years, we in the Con-
gress have designated his birthday as
“Education and Sharing Day, U.S.A."
in recognition of his extraordinary ef-
forts in pursuit of the ideals of scholar-
ship, teaching, ethics, and charity.

As members of the Lubavitch move-
ment seek out the leadership necessary
for their future, I encourage all of
those who followed the rebbe's teach-
ings to continue the important work he
began.

He was a powerful force for good in
American society—and I join people of
all faiths in Minnesota in extending
our warmest condolences to all who
learned from his example of piety and
hope.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

L ——

WESTERN ASSISTANCE TO
FORMER SOVIET EMPIRE

Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President,
lately, we have seen, both within and
outside the Senate, growing attention
to the issue of United States assistance
to the New Independent States and
Central/Eastern Europe. This Senator,
along with many of my colleagues, has
expressed concern over the direction
and scope of this assistance and urged
a more thoughtful approach in under-
standing the admittedly complex dy-
namics of the post-Communist transi-
tion. Our assistance programs should
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be focusing more on hands-on programs
to train managers and public officials
capable of replacing Communist insti-
tutions and attitudes with democrat-
ically-oriented reforms. This is espe-
cially important given the still promi-
nent role of ex-Communists in the vast
majority of the NIS and Central and
East European countries.

A recent article on the subject ad-
dresses many of the concerns that have
been expressed on this important sub-
ject. I urge my colleagues to read Adri-
an Karatnycky's “How the East Was
Lost—Western Donors Ignore Faith in
Favor of Finance’' which appeared in
the June 12 Washington Post, and ask
that it be submitted in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, June 12, 1994]
How THE EAST WAS LOST—WESTERN DONORS
IGNORE FAITH IN FAVOR OF FINANCE
(By Adrian Karatnycky)

Today, out of 22 states in central and east-
ern Europe and the former Soviet Union,
there are only five—Albania, Armenia, the
Czech Republic, Estonia and Latvia—in
which former Communists do not hold power
or significantly share in governance. Yet the
startling political comeback of ex- and neo-
Communists excites little concern in the
United States and western Europe. Many of
the new ex-Communists are viewed as prag-
matic, go-slow reformers committed to play-
ing by the rules of the market and of democ-
racy—a characterization that is more apt in
some cases than in others.

Democratic activists in the region do not
share the West's lack of concern. Those in
Ukraine, for example, report a palpable shift
in the attitudes of the media and among aca-
demics since the takeover by Socialists and
neo-Communists of the country's newly
elected parliament. “We are beginning to see
a hardening of positions among many Com-
munists who were lying low over the last two
years," observes Ilko Kueheriv, director of
the Democratic Initiatives polling center.
“Now they feel much more self-assured; they
are on the offensive.”

And that is legitimate cause for alarm,
since there is no denying that many self-
styled reformers were cogs in a system which
for decades proscribed human rights, sup-
pressed religious liberties and crushed oppo-
sition. Even more worrying is the fact that
many of the millions who voted for them did
s0 out of a nostalgic hope for a return of so-
clal and economic security, even if that
meant a return to authoritarian order.

To be sure, the difficult transition from
statist economies to a market system could
have been expected to push millions of dis-
gruntled industrial workers and pensioners
to the left. What surprises is that they
turned to the old ex-Communist left and not
to the new social-democratic parties. How
did this come about?

First, the West vastly underestimated the
psychological damage inflicted by decades of
statism. Communist rule destroys the ideas
of voluntarism, self-help and cooperation
and with them any sense of authentic com-
munity. It is also now clear that the old
Communist nomenklatura never really relin-
quished influence over politics and econom-
ics, especially in the former Soviet Union.
And in central Europe, where privatization
has made remarkable progress, much of the
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power of the ex-Communists was retained
through a tightly controlled process of pri-
vatization that, accompanied by rampant
corruption, seemed to discredit capitalism
and economic reform.

The West further underestimated the soli-
darity of ex-Communists who had worked in
the upper and middle reaches of the Com-
munist Party, women's, youth and trade
union organizations. Those potent networks
remained ihtact despite confiscation of much
party property.

Central Europe's economic difficulties
were also greatly aggravated by the selfish-
ness of the European Community, which de-
nied Eastern bloc nations what they really
wanted: market access. The EC covered its
protectionism with bogus explanations: One
sick sheep from Poland was cited as jus-
tification for prohibitive quotas on all sheep
from anywhere. Not surprisingly, Poland and
her neighbors responded with duties of their
own, hurting the economics of both areas—
but plunging central Europe into political
turmoeil as well.

Above all, the ex-Communists clawed their
way back to power because anticommunists
lost their moral voice. Organizations like the
National Endowment for Democracy were
pushed aside as the big boys from the inter-
national financial institutions—the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, the International Monetary Fund, the
World Bank—managed the transition to a
convertible currency, and in the process
helped make finance ministers the focus of
media attention.

When the genuine leaders of democratic
movements steeped in the values of human
rights and moral courage were replaced on
the airwaves by cold-blooded economic sur-
geons, the public was encouraged to think
about reform exclusively in material terms.
Detached, pragmatic Eurocrats and Beltway
Bandits recoiled at such unifying forces as
nationalism and religious revival, which are
central to the fragile rebirth of civil society.
Instead, nationalism was equated with xeno-
phobia and ethnic hatred—a dangerous
threat to stability which, as the former
Yugoslavia shows, is often cynically mobi-
lized by ex-Communists,

Richard Rose, of the University of
Strathclyde in Glasgow, has been tracking
public attitudes toward the transition in
most post-Soviet bloc countries. He has
found that citizens appreciate the improve-
ments in political rights and civil liberties,
the fact that they can now worship in the
church and vote for the party of their choice,
speak their minds freely and choose tele-
vision shows and newspapers that are more
truthful and open. Yet the democratic revo-
lutionaries who led the movement to secure
these new rights failed to remind the public
of these tangible gains. Had they done so,
they might have withstood the populist and
materialist onslaught of the ex-Communists
and brought more time for the economic
transition.

Can this trend be reversed? Clearly the
pendulum will again swing. The ex-Com-
munists who have staged their remarkable
comeback are aware that if they return to
their old ways they can again be swept out of
power. There are economic constraints, as
well—among them, the emergence of a true
middle class and increased trade links with
the industrial democracies.

Yet the worrying signals from the post-
Communist world suggest that Western aid
programs should be redirected away from
their nearly exclusive focus on market
mechanisms and local administration. Aid
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programs should aim at the strengthening of
independent media, democratic education of
the young and the dissemination of books
and journals that promote respect for politi-
cal freedoms. Help should also be targeted to
independent trade unions that give voice to
the interests of ordinary working people and
50 stern the rise of pro-Communist and pro-
fascist sentiments among those who have
borne the brunt of the harsh economic tran-
sitions.

Just three years ago, AFL-CIO President
Lane Kirkland met with Sandor Nagy, the
leader of what had been Hungary's state-con-
trolled Communist trade union. Nagy told
him: “There are three major currents in
Hungary today—the Christian Democrats,
the liberals and the Social Democrats.”
Kirkland, who has spent a lifetime fighting
totalitarianism, looked him in the eye and
asked: “What happened to all the Com-
munists?’ Nagy, Kirkland recalled, turned a
deep red. Now, he and his cronies are back
near the levers of power.

As a lifelong anti-Communist surveying
the dismal political landscape of the former
Soviet bloc, I am depressed by what I see.
But in the post-Cold War world, everyone
must make accommodations. And so, I too
have abandoned my old faith. Now I am an
anti-post-Communist.

U.S. SENATE PRODUCTIVITY
AWARDS RECOGNIZED

Mr. REID. Madam President, from
long before that April morm in 1777
when the minutemen unfurled their
flag at Concord and Lexington, this Na-
tion has based its growth and survival
on the willingness of her people to rise
en masse whenever danger threatens.
That the first pilgrims survived at all
was due to their willingness to share;
that spirit was epitomized in the first
Thanksgiving.

Now, Madam President, as then, we
have so much for which to be grateful.
Not the least of those blessings is the
continued willingness of Americans to
recognize problems, roll up their
sleeves, and strive for a solution.

In 1982, this body passed Senate Reso-
lution 503 to establish the U.S. Senate
Productivity Award. Its adoption was
prompted by the drastic fall in U.S.
economic productivity from its tradi-
tional high rate, and the fact that com-
peting nations had higher economic
productivity rates. Since then, several
States have adopted this or similar
programs—all toward the same end;
they recognize organizations with out-
standing quality and productivity ini-
tiatives as examples for improving our
economic productivity and our position
in global competition.

Nevada’'s U.S. Senate Productivity
Award Program began in 1988. Our
awards recognize Nevada organizations
whose management and operations
have progressed to a leading level of
quality and productivity. Such award
programs take a tremendous amount of
volunteer effort and donated funding to
be run with integrity and to provide
useful, critical feedback to the awards
applicants.
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All of the States which administer
such programs deserve our thanks for
their hard work and leadership. Their
efforts do indeed contribute to the con-
tinued competitiveness of the U.S.
economy and to the renewed sense of
pride our people have in their roles as
working contributors to our society.

Senator BRYAN and I are particularly
proud of Nevada's quality recognition
program because our program is ad-
ministered by wvolunteers. Today we
want to recognize and thank two gen-
tlemen who have provided outstanding
leadership and undaunting commit-
ment to Nevada's U.S. Senate Produc-
tivity Awards. During the last 2 years,
Mr. Ted Atencio, vice president of
Citibank (Nevada), and J. Robert Grant
of E.G. & G. Energy Measurements,
Inc., have not only managed the ad-
ministration of this program, but have
led major strides toward improvement
and visibility of Nevada's program
within the State.

As just one example, under their
guidance, the criteria used to evaluate
organizations were upgraded and ex-
panded. In 1993, the awards program in-
corporated the seven criteria used by
the National Quality Awards Program,
the Malcolm Baldrige award.

Ted Atencio and Bob Grant have
given freely of their time, often over 20
hours a week, to lead the volunteers
and create a solid foundation for Ne-
vada’s continuing quest for quality. On
behalf of the U.S. Senate and over 60
other wvolunteers who worked under
their fine leadership, we thank Ted
Atencio and Bob Grant for their ex-
traordinary volunteer efforts and com-
mend them for the difference they have
made in Nevada organizations’ quality
and competitiveness.

Their commitment to voluntarism, a
central theme of America’s success
story, exemplifies that which is and al-
ways has been best in our Nation. As
long as our country has men and
women of their stature and drive, we
will stay the course and continue to
walk that path of service first trod by
the pilgrims over 300 years ago.

PIKE-HUSKA AMERICAN LEGION
AUXILIARY UNIT NO. 230

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I
would like to take a moment to recog-
nize an American Legion Auxiliary
unit in my home State of South Da-
kota. I recently was informed that
Pike-Huska Unit No. 230 of Aurora, SD,
has taken steps to remind voters of the
importance of being informed about
civic matters. Faced with a town coun-
cil election in which several of the can-
didates were not well known by the
voters, the American Legion Auxiliary
held an election forum to clarify the
platforms of all the candidates running
for mayor or alderman.

I am proud there are people in South
Dakota who work to inform voters. I
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ask unanimous consent that the infor-
mation sent to me by the organiza-
tion's secretary, Margaret Allstot, be
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
immediately following my remarks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY, PIKE-
HuUSKA UNIT #230.
Aurora, SD, May 24, 1994.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senate, Russell Office Building, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR SIR: In April of this year, our small
town was faced with an election of several
candidates for our town council. Because
some were not well known, there was con-
cern expressed as to what their platforms
were. As a result, our American Legion Aux-
iliary Unit voted to hold an election forum
so the public could meet and question each
of the candidates and so be better informed
when they went to the poll.

We made all of the arrangements, con-
tacted a member of the Women's League of
Voters for a Moderator, obtained someone to
be timer and printed up copies of the agenda.
The event was well attended and both the
candidates and those attending were pleased
to have the information made available, Re-
sponse was favorable enough to anticipate
further forums in the future for council elec-
tions. Enclosed is a copy of the agenda.

I am proud to be a part of an organization
who holds it as their responsibility to help
perpetrate knowledge in our freedom of cast-
ing votes. I request that this project be
placed in the Congressional Record. Thank
you,

Sincerely,
MARGARET ALLSTOT,
Secretary.
KNow YOoUuR CANDIDATES FORUM: CITY
ELECTION, APRIL 12

When? Thursday, April 7, 7:30 p.m,

Where? Little Hall, Aurora.

Candidates:

Mayor: John Barthel, John Wright, Fred
Weeks.

Aldermen: Ward 1: Jack Hansen, Jan Geise.

Ward 2: Bob Anderson.

For the Mayoral Candidate:

Why do you want to be mayor?

What do you see as his/her duties?

What do you see as a goal for your term?

For the Alderman Candidate:

Why do you want to be elected?

What, in your opinion, are the duties of an
Alderman?

What issues do you have in mind to accom-
plish?

For both Mayor and Alderman:

What is your opinion of each of the follow-
ing?

1. The town's maintenance? Suggested im-
provements/changes

2. The law enforcement contract? Sug-
gested improvements/changes

3. The garbage disposal? Suggested im-
provements/changes

4. Aurora’s form of government? Is there
balanced representation of various wards?
Suggested improvements/changes

5. Business and/or residential growth in
Aurora? Suggested ideas for either or both.

6. What do you see in Aurora's future?

Sponsored by American Legion Auxiliary
Unit #230, Aurora.
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TRIBUTE TO DONNA MILLAR

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
would like to commend the outstand-
ing accomplishment of Ms. Donna
Millar, a single mom who will be grad-
vating this month summa cum laude
from National Louis University in
McLean, VA.

The difficulties of parenting this day
and age are immeasurable. It is unfor-
tunate that so many parents must
manage this role alone. What makes
her accomplishment so remarkable are
the obstacles Donna overcame to com-
plete her education. She was a gifted
student her entire life, but despite her
academic achievements, she was un-
able to attend college due to the com-
mitments of a young family. At an
early age, she was faced with the dif-
ficult choice of raising two daughters
and postponing her further education.

As a young woman, Donna entered
the work force and made a career for
herself with little or no resources.
After many years and the birth of her
third child, she decided to return to
school at night despite the challenge of
balancing a demanding job and raising
an infant. It took 6 years, attending
college part time, but Donna will grad-
uate on June 18, 1994, with a bachelors
of arts in business. The ceremony will
take place at the American University
campus in Washington, DC.

As a single mother, Donna managed
to create an environment for her chil-
dren which included a beautiful home,
tireless help with homework assign-
ments, holidays and birthdays filled
with cheer, and an endless supply of af-
fection. The struggles were plentiful
but she managed by the sheer motiva-
tion of her selfless love for her family.
Now, 20 years later, she has succeeded
in fulfilling a lifetime goal.

Today, Madam President, her chil-
dren have asked me to share with the
world how proud they are of their be-
loved mother and of all that she has ac-
complished.

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S WELFARE
REFORM PROPOSAL

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Madam Presi-
dent, today in Kansas City, President
Clinton is unveiling his long-awaited
proposal to end welfare as we know it.
Without question, the current welfare
system has helped sustain the lives of
millions of American children. It is
also without question that we have
done so at enormous expense.

The real tragedy of our present wel-
fare system is not merely its cost to
taxpayers—important as that is. Rath-
er, it is that the present system is fail-
ing millions of children and families.
Welfare was never intended to be a way
of life, but in too many cases that is
the reality we face. I believe there is a
growing feeling in this country that
the costs of welfare—financial and
human—have grown too large.
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After 60 years and hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars, Federal welfare efforts
have never come close to winning the
war on poverty. Today, one out of five
children live in poverty. Five million
families, including ten million chil-
dren, receive welfare assistance. BEach
year, half-a-million children are born
to unwed teenage mothers, the vast
majority of whom will end up on wel-
fare.

That is why I believe the stakes in
welfare reform are extremely high. Our
failure or success will determine, to a
large extent, whether millions of chil-
dren get a fighting chance to lead
healthy, responsible, productive lives.

President Clinton has proposed sev-
eral changes which have the potential
for improving the Federal welfare sys-
tem. The provisions which permit
State flexibility in the design of the
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren [AFDC] Program are good. They
include a mixture of expanded State
options for the most widely used State
waiver requests and continuance of the
waiver process. This flexibility will
permit each State to tailor programs
to the particular needs of welfare re-
cipients in that State.

Provisions dealing with teen mothers
and out-of-wedlock births emphasize
the need for both parents to contribute
to the support of their children. I share
the administration’s belief that teen
mothers should be required to reside
with a parent or other responsible
adult. Additionally, the child support
clearinghouse can help with the en-
forcement of interstate child support,
which has been a continual problem in
current child support enforcement ef-
forts. Today’s technology will enable
us to track and monitor noncustodial
parents who fail to support their chil-
dren.

However, some provisions in the pro-
posal do not live up to the rhetoric
that we have heard since the campaign.
What is being billed as “‘two years and
out” by President Clinton is not really
a time limit on the receipt of Govern-
ment assistance. First, it only applies
to youngest age group of AFDC recipi-
ents—about one-third of the current
AFDC caseload. Second, after 2 years
the benefits will not end. Rather, the
recipient will be required to work at a
created job. Most, if not all, of these
jobs will be in the public sector. With
any make-work program there is a
great danger that little productive
work will be done.

Few would argue with the propo-
sition that moving people from welfare
dependency to work should be the guid-
ing principle of any effort to restruc-
ture welfare. However, I believe that
the first basic question to be addressed
is not how to reform welfare, but who
should do the reforming. My main rea-
son for focusing on this question is
simple. I believe a critical flaw in the
present system is not only a lack of
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personal responsibility—it is a lack of
responsibility at every level of govern-
ment.

Our largest welfare programs today
are hybrids of State and Federal fund-
ing and management. The States do
most of the administration while the
Federal Government provides most of
the money. The result is a hodgepodge
of State and Federal rules and regula-
tions, conflicting eligibility and bene-
fit standards, and constant push-and-
pull between State and Federal bu-
reaucracies.

In this joint system—which is contin-
ued in the Clinton proposal—no one has
real power to run any welfare program,
and no one is ultimately responsible
for any result. This may suit the needs
of Government bureaucracy. It clearly
is not meeting the needs of children in
poverty.

That is why I introduced the Welfare
and Medicaid Responsibility Exchange
Act of 1994, S. 1891. This so-called swap
bill would transfer full responsibility
for welfare and nutrition programs to
the States in exchange for Federal re-
sponsibility for the Medicaid Program.

All of the innovation in welfare re-
form has originated at the State ard
local level. States throughout the
country are passing welfare reform leg-
islation. Although the methods differ
from State to State, they are aimed at
moving people from welfare to work,
ending the cycle of dependence on pub-
lic assistance, and encouraging per-
sonal responsibility.

These State efforts can draw upon
the unique strengths of each area and
focus their resources on specific bar-
riers hindering the transition from wel-
fare to work. How does a Federal one-
size-fits-all welfare system deal with
the problems the decades of poverty in
or the unemployment
caused by the economic recession in
parts of New England?

The choice of Kansas City, MO, was
not an arbitrary one by President Clin-
ton. The Missouri Legislature passed a
major welfare reform package this
year. The Commerce Bank, in whose
lobby the President is delivering his
speech, has been an active participant
in the Futures Program and the Wom-
en’s Employment Network—two initia-
tives designed to help people make a
successful transition from welfare to
work.

Since 1991, the Futures Program, a
public-private partnership, has placed
240 welfare recipients into private sec-
tor jobs. The Women's Employment
Network, operating since 1986, is a pri-
vate nonprofit organization, receiving
little Government funding. It has
served 1,500 women and placed 785 in
private sector jobs,

I believe that a major factor in the
success of these programs has been the
level of commitment and responsibility
engendered by local and State owner-
ship in the design of the program—
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something which cannot be instilled by
the Federal Government, even with an
extensive list of options and waivers.

We must face the fact that Washing-
ton does not have a magic answer to
the welfare problem. Our experience
over the past two decades suggests that
when the Federal Government takes
over a problem, local responsibility be-
gins to wither, local concern fades
away, and local initiative is stifled.

Genuine and effective welfare reform
will require a great deal more than
money and ingenious legalisms. True
welfare reform will require a renewal
of local and State responsibilities for
children and families in need. That can
only happen if the Federal Government
steps aside and allows States to get on
with this work.

———
FLAG DAY

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, George
Washington once said of the Nation's
flag, and I quote, ‘**Let us raise a stand-
ard to which the wise and honest can
repair.”” As I am sure all of my col-
leagues know, today is Flag Day. I
think it's only appropriate for us to
take a few moments to honor Old Glory
and everything that it represents: free-
dom, hope, opportunity, and strength.

Today is a day for us to reflect on
history’s greatest democracy. Our Na-
tion may not be perfect, it may have
some flaws, but no other nation has
embarked on such a great experiment
in government. If we fail to remember
our past and the ideals on which our
country is founded we risk our own
freedom and liberty.

Today is also a day for us to remem-
ber those who have paid the ultimate
sacrifice to preserve this Nation and
our ideals. We have just commemo-
rated the 50th anniversary of the inva-
sion at Normandy, the beginning of the
great crusade to restore freedom and
liberty. I can not help but be reminded
of the importance of American leader-
ship. It is just as vital to the survival
of liberty today as it was 50 years ago
this month.

Theodore Roosevelt stated, ‘“There
can be no fifty-fifty Americanism in
this country. There is room here for
only hundred percent Americanism.”
So, Mr. President, today is a day for
every American to renew their pledge
to our flag; and to recite openly and
proudly the pledge of allegiance. Let us
pledge today that we truly are ‘‘one na-
tion, under God" and ‘“‘indivisible.” In
the home, in the classroom, in the
meeting hall, or wherever Americans
gather, let us make a renewed pledge of
allegiance to our flag and to the prin-
ciples for which it stands.

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES M.
WHITNEY

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, I
rise today to pay tribute to Charles M.
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Whitney, president and CEO of the New
York State Credit Union League and
its affiliates. Chuck recently marked 20
yvears of service to the credit union
movement, and it's a milestone that I
believe should not go unrecognized.

His career supports the idea that his-
tory is biography. To tell his story is
to tell the success story of the credit
union movement in New York over the
last 20 years—one of extraordinary vi-
sion and undaunted spirit in the face of
change.

In 1974, Chuck joined the staff of the
New York State Credit Union League
as administrative services manager. By
striving to meet the needs of credit
unions, Chuck recognized that there
were numerous other services the
league could provide to enable credit
unions to better serve their members.
The opportunity to follow through on
those goals came when he was named
president in 1985.

Chuck marshaled support and helped
create a broad spectrum of services to
meet credit unions' needs. Plans for a
mortgage service corporation, a credit
card operation, a statewide automated
teller machine [ATM], network and
shared service centers were visions
soon realized.

During Chuck’s tenure with the cred-
it union movement, a financial institu-
tion also evolved at which credit
unions in New York pooled their re-
sources to provide high-quality, cost-
effective investment services for each
other—in short, a credit union’s credit
union.

In less than a decade, Empire's Cor-
porate Federal Credit Union's assets
passed the billion-dollar mark, and due
in large part to Chuck's stewardship,
the corporate credit union established
a standard of excellence that remains
second to none.

Today, with Chuck at the helm, the
league and its affiliates provide a broad
spectrum of products and services to
its more than 700-member credit
unions. While adding new services on
the cutting edge of technology. Chuck
maintained an array of programs to as-
sist credit unions with their day-to-day
operations. In short, the vision Chuck
had—one of a central entity where
credit unions can find virtually every
service they need—is a reality.

Credit unions are far more viable
today because Chuck set plans in mo-
tion years ago. Consumers have been
the ultimate benefactor. Some 3.2 mil-
lion New Yorkers owe Chuck a debt of
gratitude for his efforts to make their
credit union the alternative, coopera-
tive resource of choice for financial
services.

In addition to his involvement on the
State level, Chuck was recently elected
as chairperson of U.S. Central Credit
Union. U.S. Central is the main deposi-
tory for the Corporate Credit Union
Network, comprised of Empire and 41
other corporate credit unions that pro-
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vide financial services to the 13,000-plus
credit unions across the country.

Chuck is a thrift representative of
the Advisory Board of the New York
Federal Reserve Bank, is vice chair-
man of the Association of Credit Union
League Executive [ACULE], and chair-
man of the Credit Union Legislation
Action Council [CULAC]. He also
serves on various Credit Union Na-
tional Associations [CUNA] and
ACULA committees.

Throughout the credit union move-
ment, Chuck has nurtured something
without which no organization can
long endure: a sense that problems are
tractable. He has done the most impor-
tant thing a president and CEO of an
organization can do: given the people
to whom he is responsible, hopeful, and
yet creative, outlook toward the fu-
ture.

Madam President, if you wonder who
real leaders are, you only need to look
to those who have real followers. Per-
sons who follow a leader onto a path of
life, those who adopt careers where
they navigate by stars someone else
taught them to see—are what makes a
real leader. Chuck is one such person.

For the past 20 years, credit unions
have been embellished by his wvision
and undaunted spirit in the face of
change. Mr. President, I ask that my
colleagues pause from today’'s delibera-
tions and join with me to pay tribute
to Chuck Whitney.

e ———

THE PASSING OF GRAND REBBE
MENACHEM SCHNEERSON

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, I
rise today to comment on the passing
of Grand Rebbe Menachem Schneerson.
Sunday, I again visited Crown Heights.
This time, it was to join with the Jew-
ish community in saying goodbye to a
towering religious figure. I saw the tre-
mendous grief etched on the faces of
the mourners. The Jewish community
and the world have lost an inspiring in-
dividual whose primary credo was to
exhort all people, of all faiths, to un-
dertake acts of kindness toward others.
I have had many conversations with
the Rebbe, and I know the force of his
personality, as well as his great devo-
tion to mankind.

Menachem Mendel Schneerson leaves
a great void, but also a worldwide leg-
acy. The Lubavitch movement not only
brought Jews closer to their faith, but
contributed significantly to commu-
nities around the world.

It is my fervent hope and belief that
the leadership of Lubavitch will con-
tinue along the path of kindness and
good will to all humanity.

TRIBUTE TO EUGENE BUTLER

Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I
want to take a moment to recognize a
distinguished individual who will pass
a great milestone very soon. Eugene
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Butler is the editor-in-chief emeritus
of Progressive Farmer and he cele-
brated his 100th birthday on June 11.
Mr. Butler means a great deal to rural
communities of the South. Throughout
his career he has played a tremendous
role in improving the lives of our farm-
ers.

Born in Starkville, MS, Eugene’s fa-
ther Dr. Tait Butler was a cofounder of
Progressive Farmer. He received de-
grees from Mississippi State, Cornell,
and Iowa State Universities. In 1992, he
was named an honorary doctor of agri-
culture by North Carolina State Uni-
versity.

Eugene has been with Progressive
Farmer for over 75 years. He became
editor of the Texas division in 1922
where he stayed for 40 years. From
1953-69 he served as president of the
publication, and in 1958 he became edi-
tor-in-chief. In 1964, he became chair-
man of the board of directors, serving
in this capacity for two decades. He
never really retired, often still coming
to his office in Dallas.

However, Eugene’s contributions do
not stop with Progressive Farmer. He
was a catalyst for change in the agri-
cultural community as a whole. His
contributions helped farmers all over
the South as he worked tirelessly for
soil improvement through the use of
organic matter, legumes, and fertilizer.
His efforts also helped to eradicate the
cotton boll weevil. He also worked to
improve rural health care. In this
sense, he was many years ahead of his
time.

I salute Eugene Butler for all that he
has given us over the years. Whether it
was in journalism or agriculture in
general, he improved the lives of our
farmers. We owe him a tremendous
debt of gratitude.

I also extend my best wishes for
many more happy birthdays. To have
lived a century is to have seen many
things. Eugene has lived through six
major wars, the cold war, and the
Great Depression. He was born when
Grover Cleveland was President of the
United States, and he has lived
through 17 successive Presidents. All
the best to Eugene as he passes the
Century mark. I hope that he will con-
tinue to brighten people’s lives for
many years to come.

CONGRATULATIONS TO STUDENTS
OF THE SHADES VALLEY RE-
SOURCE LEARNING CENTER

Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I
want to take a moment to salute and
congratulate a teacher and a group of
students from the Shades Valley Re-
source Learning Center in Bir-
mingham, AL. They recently won an
award for their expertise in the area of
extension of rights at the national
competition of the ‘'We the
People . . . The Citizen and the Con-
stitution Program.”
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They competed against 47 other
schools from all across America. The
students exhibited a remarkable under-
standing of the fundamental values of
American constitutional government.
Schools receive the award by compet-
ing in national finals in each of the six
units of the “With Liberty and Justice
for All” text. The competition, which
simulates a congressional hearing, was
held in Washington, DC, April 30, to
May 2, 1994. The program is adminis-
tered by the Center for Civic Edu-
cation, and is the most extensive of its
kind to help students understand
American Government.

The Shades Valley students who re-
ceived this honor were Roger Arm-
strong, Katie Bates, Kelly Bearden,
Emily Bell, Melissa Bess, Kate Bishop,
Kevin Chance, Roy Clarkson, Minal
Delwadia, Jonathan Denton, Sarah
Eastman, Julie Ezelle, Clay Farris,
Alisa Fyfe, Carin Glover, Howard Hsu,
Pam Jackson, Jason Lagory, Sima Lal,
Reed Lochamy, George Ma, Patrick
Morgan, Supriti Paul, David Pitts,
Shoshana Potts, Krista Poole, Dawud
Rasheed, Carla Segars, Cheryl Sellers,
Sara Shepherd, Jemeka Stallworth,
Brett Stanley, and Bryan Woods. Their
teacher Linda Mays Jones did an out-
standing job preparing her class for the
competition.

These students' achievement reflects
what is best about American edu-
cation. Their hard work and deter-
mination paid off in the form of this
well deserved recognition.

ACTION OF THE ARMED SERVICES
COMMITTEE ON A NAVY PRO-
MOTION LIST

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, the
Committee on Armed Services today
reported to the Senate a list of 30
Naval officers who have been nomi-
nated for promotion to rear admiral,
lower half.

In reporting that list, we did not in-
clude the nomination of Capt. John B.
Padgett III, whose nomination will re-
main pending before the committee. As
is well known from media accounts,
Captain Padgett was the Commandant
of Midshipmen at the time of the re-
cent cheating scandal. The committee
has been notified that the issue of his
accountability, if any, is under review
by the Navy.

The committee normally does not act
on a list until all nominations on the
list are ready for consideration. Prior
to acting on this particular list, the
committee received a letter from Sec-
retary of the Navy John Dalton. Sec-
retary Dalton requested that the com-
mittee act on the promotion list, ex-
cept for Captain Padgett, so that the
promotion of the other officers would
not be delayed while Captain Padgett’s
situation is under review by the Navy.
The committee has reluctantly acceded
to Secretary Dalton’'s request. I want
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to emphasize, however, that the action
of the committee is not intended to
prejudice Captain Padgett's situation,
and is not intended in any way to pre-
judge our deliberations on his nomina-
tion. His nomination will remain pend-
ing in the committee. It will receive
full and fair consideration once the
Navy advises the committee through
the proper executive branch channels
of its disposition and recommendations
after completing its review concerning
Captain Padgett.

IN MEMORY OF RABBI MENACHEM
MENDEL SCHNEERSON

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President,
Jews throughout the world are in
mourning today for Rabbi Menachem
Mendel Schneerson, the charismatic
Lubavitcher rebbe who was buried next
to his venerable predecessor and fa-
ther-in-law, Rabbi Joseph Schneerson,
yesterday afternoon in New York City.

Much has been said and written
about the rebbe’s remarkable contribu-
tions, particularly by the tens of thou-
sands of us who were privileged to meet
with him during his more than 40 years
of leadership of the Lubavitch
Chassidic movement. Each of us has
our own memories of this special man.
One of my lasting memories is of my
last visit with the rebbe, in the spring
of 1990, when I brought him a gift from
the Jewish community of Morocco. We
spoke at the time about the small Jew-
ish community of Morocco, and about
the connection between this body and
the Lubavitch movement, a bond that
has its roots in the relationship be-
tween the Rabbi's predecessor and one
of this century’s towering Senatorial
figures, the late William Borah of
Idaho.

Some Members of the Senate may
not be familiar with the role that Sen-
ator Borah played in securing the re-
lease of Rabbi Joseph Schneerson from
a Soviet prison and the emigration of
his entire immediate family, including
the current rebbe, from Stalin's Rus-
sia. The intervention of Senator Wil-
liam Borah of Idaho on behalf of this
beleaguered Chassidic family stands as
a noble example of courageous moral
leadership. All of us in public life
would do well to ponder Senator Bor-
ah’s oft-repeated explanation as to his
“motive” in leading an international
campaign to save an apparently ob-
scure religious leader in a faraway
land: “I like to do things that get me
votes in the next election in Idaho but
every so often I do something that
assures me of votes in that final elec-
tion will we will all have to stand for
someday."”

I thought of Senator Borah in Janu-
ary 1990 when I visited Morocco in my
capacity as chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee's Sub-
committee on the Middle East and
South Asia.
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When I met with the Jewish leaders
of Morocco and toured several of their
synagogues and civic centers I discov-
ered two pictures in every building—
His Majesty King Hassan II and the
Lubavitcher rebbe, Rabbi Menachem
Mendel Schneerson.

This should not surprise anyone who
is familiar with the rebbe’s historic
role in supporting Jewish education
and Jewish continuity throughout the
world. The Members of the Senate are
familiar with Lubavitcher activities in
their own States but Lubavitch is also
deeply involved in over 100 nations
around the globe—including many
where it is the only official Jewish
presence and the only source of Jewish
educational and religious training.
And, some day, hopefully soon, the full
story will be told of Lubavitch's heroic
role in keeping Judaism alive in lands
of cruel tyranny where teaching the
Bible is a crime and uttering a public
prayer is rewarded with a prison sen-
tence.

For over 40 years these remarkable
activities—the publicized and the clan-
destine; the Chanukah lamp lighting
on television and the underground
matzah baking under the noses of Com-
munist secret police, the young women
giving out Sabbath candles on Fifth
Avenue, and the Yeshiva schools in
Arab lands—have been directed and in-
spired by Rabbi Menachem Mendel
Schneerson.

At the end of my meeting with the
Moroccan Jewish leadership they gave
me one of their most precious posses-
sions, a rare Hebrew prayerbook, one of
the first ever printed in their country.
They had one request: to give this heir-
loom to the Lubavitcher rebbe as a
token of their appreciation for “‘caring
about us when almost everyone else
had forgotten.”

When I visited the rebbe and gave
him the prayerbook he kissed it gently
and told me that ‘‘they are very kind,
but how can I not care about them."

For 44 eventful years he cared. He
taught and inspired several generations
of Jews on all continents while helping
to write a major chapter in contem-
porary Jewish history. New Yorkers of
all faiths are proud that the rebbe lived
among us for all these years. He will be
missed. I ask that I may place in the
RECORD a brief biography of Rabbi
Schneerson and a description of his ca-
reer prepared by the Lubavitch Youth
Organization. I am sure that the entire
Senate joins me in marking the passing
of this exceptional spiritual leader who
lived his life with an eye on that “‘final
election’ which Senator Borah alluded
to.

THE REBBE

The Lubavitcher Rebbe, Rabbi Menachem
Mendel Schneerson, world leader of the
Chabad-Lubavitch Movement, has been de-
scribed as one of the most respected Jewish
personalities of our time. To his hundreds of
thousands of Chassidim and numerous fol-
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lowers and admirers around the world, he is
“‘the Rebbe,” today's most dominant figure
in Judaism and largely responsible for stir-
ring the conscience and spiritual awakening
of world Jewry.

From his office at Lubavitch World Head-
guarters in New York, the Rebbe generates a
constant flow of optimism, strength and in-
struction that unites and inspires world
Jewry. Indeed, many of the Rebbe's innova-
tions are so deeply ingrained in Jewish life
today that they often are no longer identi-
fied as Lubavitch in origin.

EARLY YEARS

Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson is
seventh in the dynastic lineage of
Lubavitcher leaders. The Chabad-Lubavitch
Movement was founded in the 18th century
by Rabbi Schneur Zalman of Liadi (1745-
1812), author of the basic work of Chabad phi-
losophy—Tanya, and the Schulchan Aruch—
the Code of Jewish Law,

The Rebbe was born in 1902, on the 11th day
of Nissan, in Nikolaev, Russia. He is the son
of the renowned Kabbalist and Talmudic
scholar, Rabbi Levi Yitzchak Schneerson,
and Rebbetzin Chana, an aristocratic woman
from a prestigionus Rabbinic family. He is
also the great-grandson of the third
Lubavitecher Rebbe, and his namesake, Rabbi
Menachem Mendel of Lubavitch., At the age
of five he moved with his parents to the
Ukrainian city of Yekatrinislav, now
Dnepropetrovsk, where his father was ap-
pointed Chiefl Rabbi.

From early childhood the Rebbe displayed
a prodigious mental acuity and soon had to
leave the cheder because he was so far ahead
of his clasamates. His father engaged private
tutors for him, and after that, taught him
himself. By the time he reached his Bar
Mitzvah, the Rebbe was considered an illuy,
a Torah prodigy. He spent the rest of his teen
years immersed in the study of Torah.

The Rebbe met the previous Lubavitcher
Rebbe, Rabbi Usaf Yitzchak Schneersohn, in
1923, in Rostov, Russia. In 1929 Rabbi
Menachem Mendel Schneerson, married the
second daughter of Rabbi Usaf Yitzchak
Schneersohn, the late Rebbetzin Chaya
Moussia, in Warsaw.

He later studied in the University of Berlin
and then at the Sorbonne in Paris. It was
there that his formidable knowledge of
mathematics and the sciences began to blos-
som.

ARRIVAL IN U.S.A.

In 1941 he emigrated to the United States.
His father-in-law, who arrived in the United
States a year earlier, appointed him to head
his newly founded organizations: Merkos
L'inyonei Chinuch, the educational arm of
the Lubavitch movement; Machne Israel, the
movement's social service organization; and
Kehot Publication Society, the Lubavitch
publishing department.

Shortly thereafter the future Rebbe began
writing his scholarly notations to wvarious
Chassidic and Kabbalistic treaties, as well as
a wide range of response on Torah subjects.
With publication of these works his genius
was soon recognized by Jewish scholars the
world over.

LEADERSHIP

After the passing of Rabbi Usaf Yitzchak
Schneersohn, on the 10th Shevat, in 1950,
Rabbi Menachem M. Schneerson, ascended to
the leadership of the flourishing movement.
Labavitch institutions and activities soon
took on new dimensions. The outreaching
philosophy of Chabad-Labavitch, based on
the biblical: ‘‘and you shall spread forth to
the West and East and to the North and to
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the South' (Genesis 28:14) was immediately
translated into action as Chabad-Lubavitch
Centers were opened in dozens of cities
across the United States.

Motivated by a profound love for the Jew-
ish people, the Rebbe launched an unprece-
dented program to reach every Jew. His
shluchim—the Lubavitch emissaries—were
charged with establishing Chabad-Lubavitch
centers in every corner of the world. These
dedicated men and women reflect the com-
mitment of Lubavitch to the entire Jewish
people. With open minds and open hearts,
they respond to the needs of their respective
communities through religious, educational
and social-service programs. It is no wonder
that, for many communities, Chabad-
Lubavitch has become the central address
for Yiddishkeit.

ONE THOUSAND POINTS OF LIGHT

During the Rebbe's four decades of inspired
leadership Lubavitch has become the world's
largest Jewish outreach organization, main-
taining centers in almost every Jewish com-
munity on the globe.

Today, some one thousand Chabad-
Lubavitch institutions span dozens of coun-
tries on six continents, and those countries
and communities that have no Chabad-
Lubavitch institution in place are visited
and cared for by the closest existing facility.

These educational and social-service insti-
tutions serve a variety of functions for the
entire spectrum of Jews, regardless of back-
ground or affiliation. Indeed the programs
geared to humanitarian endeavors reach out
beyond the Jewish community to all man-
kind.

In the United States alone, more than 180
centers serve every state in the Union.

In Israel, the ‘‘Chabadniks’ are particu-
larly endeared to all. Their programs reach
all segments of the community, and enjoy
the respect of the population, regardless of
affiliation. From the soldier stationed at the
isolated army post to the farmer on the
kubbutz—all have come to admire the per-
sonal attention given to him by Rebbe
through his emissaries.

Kfar Chabad, near Tel Aviv, is one of sev-
eral Lubavitch cities in Israel, and serves as
the Lubavitch headquarters there. Its unigque
educational institutions and outreach facili-
ties have become a lifeline of spirituality for
tens of thousands of Israeli citizens.

It was in Russia that Chabad-Lubavitch
was born more than 200 years ago, and since
nurtured there by its Rebbes in each genera-
tion.

The heroic efforts of Chabad-Lubavitch in
maintaining Judaism there under the most
difficult conditions before and especially
after the Bolshevik revolution are legion,
and have yet to be told.

Those knowledgeable as to the mainte-
nance of Judaism in the Soviet Union during
the past century know that Lubavitch and
its Rebbes played a major role in keeping the
fires of Judaism aglow under the most op-
pressive and excruciating circumstances con-
ceivable.

Now that perestroika has arrived, the work
continues publicly. The Rebbe has estab-
lished more than twenty institutions for
Jewish learning. Dozens of emissaries have
taken up residence there, and as soon as de-
velopments will allow, Jewish institutions
under the aegis of Lubavitch will begin to
mushroom throughout the U.S.8.R. and
Eastern Europe,

In other countries, Lubavitch institutions
have been established in Argentina, Aus-
tralia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Co-
lombia, Costa Rica, England, France, Hol-
land, Hong Kong, Hungary. Italy. Morocco,
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Paraguay, Peru, Scotland, Soviet Union,
South Africa, Spain, Switzerland, Tunisia,
Uruguay, Venezuela and West Germany.

These institutions monitor the pulse of
Jewish life in their respective communities,
and contribute to their spiritual vitality and
stability. Directors report regularly to
Lubavitch World Headquarters in New York,
so that the Rebbe is constantly aware of
what is happening in Jewish communal life
around the world.

Under the Rebbe's guidance, the Lubavitch
publishing house, Kehot Publication Society,
has become the largest Jewish publishing
house in the world. It publishes and distrib-
utes millions of books, pamphlets, cassettes
and educational materials in Hebrew, Yid-
dish, English, Russian, Spanish, French, Por-
tuguese, Italian, Arabic, Farsi, Dutch, and
German.

The central library and archive center of
Agudas Chassidei Chabad-Lubavitch, at
Lubavitch World Headquarters, is one of the
world's most precious repositories of Jewish
books and literature, containing a collection
of rare books and manuscripts.

REVERSING THE TIDE

The Rebbe has often been heard saying
that ““we dare not rest until every Jewish
child receives a Jewish education.”

The Jewish day-school system, of which
Lubavitch was the pioneering force, has dis-
placed across a wide spectrum the once-prev-
alent ideology that Jewish education was a
kind of dutiful appendage to the real busi-
ness of acquiring a secular education. Jewish
day schools have since been accepted and
fashionable. This, as well as some of the out-
reach programs of Chabad-Lubavitch have
served as a guide for others to emulate.

The Rebbe has continually emphasized the
need to reach out to alienated youth and
young adults to bring them back to their
Jewish roots. He has seen to the establishing
of special educational facilities for them.

From full-time yeshivas for Jewish men
and women with little or no background in
Torah study to literally tens of thousands of
classes at Chabad-Lubavitch centers and
synagogues around the world—the Rebbe has
been, and continues to be, the vital life-force
behind an outreach process that has affected
the entire spectrum of Jewish life,

His widespread Mitzvah and festival cam-
paigns, have ignited in the masses a flame of
devotion and commitment to Judaism, and
has created a virtual spiritual revolution
among those previously alienated from Juda-
ism.

The Lubavitch Mitzvah-Mobiles, of the
‘‘Jewish Tanks to combat assimilation,’ as
the Rebbe refers to them, have become a fa-
miliar sight on the streets and by-ways of
urban and suburban communities around the
world. Offering ‘‘Mitzvahs on the spot for
people on the go,"” these ‘‘tanks' encourage
their visitors to participate in a Mitzvah,
and prompt them to come closer to their pre-
cious Jewish heritage.

From Melbourne to London, Casablanca to
Los Angeles, through the many Lubavitch
schools, youth centers, institutions, agencies
and activities established and maintained
through the Rebbe’s efforts, countless Jews
have found their way home.

CONCERN FOR ALL

There is a story told about the Rebbe's
early life that seems to be almost symbolic
of much that was to follow. When he was
nine years old, the young Menachem Mendei,
dived into the Black Sea to save the life of
another boy who had fallen from the deck of
a moored ship. That sense of other lives in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

danger, seems to dominate his conscience.
Jews ‘‘drowning,” and no one hearing their
cries for help; Jewish children deprived of
Jewish education; Jews on campus, in iso-
lated communities, under repressive re-
gimes—all in need of help.

The Rebbe continually strives, ceaselessly
and untiringly, to reach out to all Jews. He
moves and motivates all those whom he
reaches to take part in this task to reach out
to others, to help them, to educate them and
bring them together.

REVOLUTIONARY THINKER

The Rebbe is a systematic and conceptual
thinker on the highest level. His unique ana-
lytical style of thought has resulted in a
monumental contribution to Jewish scholar-
ship. His brilliant approach to the under-
standing of the classic Biblical commentary
of Rashi, for example, has revolutionized
Bible study.

More than 125 wvolumes of his talks,
writings, correspondence and response have
been published to date.

For all this scholarship, he consistently
exhorts that intellectual understanding
must bring to action and good deeds.

LETTERS AND CORRESPONDENCE

The Grot Caddish series, a chronological
collection of the Rebbe's correspondence and
response, is now in the midst of publication.
Volume 16 has just been published, and
brings the total of letters published to more
than 6,000, written up to the winter of 1958.
The series contains only his correspondence
in Hebrew and Yiddish; his prolific cor-
respondence in English is now being prepared
for publication.

The writings in the Grot Caddish series
shed some light on the Rebbe’'s genius and
the success of Lubavitch under his leader-
ship. His correspondents include Rabbinic
scholars and statesmen, homemakers and
educators, chief rabbis and Bar/Bat Mitzvah
youngsters, scientists and laborers, com-
munal leaders and laymen, men and women
from all walks of life.

The breathtaking sweep of topics covered
in these letters encompasses every sphere of
interest, and every field of human endeavor.
They range from mysticism, Talmud and
Classidic philosophy, to science and world
events, from guidance in personal matters to
advice in education and social and com-
munal affairs.

It is a veritable treasure chest of profound
Rabbinic, Talmudic, Kabbalistic and
Chassidic teachings, exuding encouragement,
inspiration and direction, reflecting the
Rebbe's remarkable insight into human na-
ture.

It is perhaps the case that his fame as a
leader and innovator of widespread mitzvah
campaigns and communal projects is a result
of his originality as a thinker, and his abil-
ity to unite the conceptual with the prag-
matic. Essentially, with the Rebbe these two
facets are one—the comprehensiveness of his
thought and action are part of the same
drive: the unity of Torah, the unity of the
Jewish people, the unity of mankind in ful-
filling the ultimate purpose of creation.

FARBRENGEN

A ‘“Farbrengen,” Chassidic gathering at
which the Rebbe speaks publicly, is an unfor-
gettable experience.

The Rebbe speaks extemporaneously, usu-
ally for hours, without referring to any
notes, on a wide range of subject matter,
from profound Talmudic and Chassidic
teachings, to matters affecting the quality of
Jewish life, to events of vital national and
international concern. The Rebbe teaches,
guides and elevates.
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During the brief intermissions in the
Rebbe’s talks the thousands in attendance
join in Chassidic signing, and raise their
cups in greetings of “L'Chayim™ to the
Rebbe.

Amidst the thousands of Chassidim in at-
tendance at a Farbrengen at Lubavitch
World Headquarters in New York, one can
find people from literally all walks of life,
young and old, communal leaders and plain
folk, rich and poor.

When the Rebbe speaks on weekdays his
talk is transmitted live via satellite to
Chabad-Lubavitch centers and to cable TV
stations across North America and parts of
South America, and often to Israel, Europe,
Africa and Australia, bringing the Rebbe's
message into millions of Jewish and non-
Jewish homes.

A special telephone hookup system also re-
lays the Rebbe's talk live to Lubavitch Cen-
ters around the world.

A simultaneous English translation of his
talk in Yiddish is provided for the television
audience. Those personally attending the
Farbrengen can use wireless receivers pro-
viding simultaneous translations in English,
Hebrew, Spanish, French and other lan-
guages as well,

The Rebbe's Farbrengen has been described
as a “‘unique blend of intellectual profundity
and joyous celebration; an uplifting experi-
ence that enlightens and motivates."”

PILLAR OF LIGHT

Those who consult or visit the Rebbe for
the first time—usually do so because of his
reputation as a man of encompassing vision.
They tend to emerge somewhat unnerved,
taken by surprise. They might expect, the
conventional type of leader, imposing his
presence by the force of his personality.
What they find is difficult to define. The
Rebbe, despite the enormous complexity of
his involvermnents and concerns, is totally and
humbly engaged with the person he is speak-
ing to. It is as if nothing else exists.

Every Sunday morning, huge crowds of
men, women and children gather at
Lubavitch World Headquarters and patiently
wait their turn to meet the Rebbe face-to-
face, whereupon they receive his blessing.
The Rebbe gives each individual a crisp, new
dollar bill to be given to a charity of their
choice.

This custom attracts people from all walks
of life who sometimes travel thousands of
miles just for this momentary, yet pro-
foundly special, unforgettable encounter.

UNIVERSAL MESSAGE

Responding to the demands of the time,
the Rebbe has reached out beyond the Jewish
community with a universal message to all
peoples of the world.

The Rebbe has consistently called for
greater awareness of the crucial importance
of education of all mankind, stressing that
the goal of education is not only to provide
a child with information, but more essen-
tially to develop a child's character, to-
gether with his intellectual ability, with em-
phasis or moral, spiritual and ethical values.
Only as a result of such education will indi-
viduals recognize the need to abide by fun-
damental human rights and societal obliga-
tions.

The Rebbe has continuously maintained
that modern, secular man has an enduring
need for moral values and religious philoso-
phy by which to live.

He often speaks of the obligation of all hu-
mankind to adhere, and live by, the “Seven
Noahide Commandment'—the universal code
of Biblical morality and ethics, given go all



12816

at Sinai. This, the Rebbe insists, is of the ut-
most necessity to bring sanity and stability
to a perplexed world,

A HEALTHY MAJORITY

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,
yesterday there was an interesting ar-
ticle in the Commercial Appeal of
Memphis, TN, which I thought would
be of interest to Senators. This is in
the section of the paper entitled ‘‘By-
gone Days."

In this article, things that happened
of interest 45 years ago and 50 years
ago were repeated. This is a particular
piece datelined Washington, DC, June
13, 1919.

The thrilling sport of joyriding in air-
planes has completely captivated most Mem-
bers of Congress. Every day, many seats in
the Capitol are empty while lawmakers soar
aloft in Government planes piloted by Army
pilots, all this notwithstanding the margin
between Republicans and Democrats in the
Senate is only 2 votes and the loss of a single
Republican Senator would bring about a tie
on a test of party strength.

So solicitous is Senator Henry Cabot
Lodge, Republican leader, for the health of
Republican Senators, that he recently an-
nounced that no Republican Senator should
take an air voyage unless accompanied by at
least two Democratic Senators.

As we work toward the elections this
year, there is a good deal of specula-
tion about how Republicans will pick
up some seats in the Senate, and we
may find ourselves in the situation
where we have nearly the same number
of Democrats and Republicans. So we
might find this illuminating as to the
responsibilities for the leadership not
only to have a majority, but to keep a
majority and to keep them healthy.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MINORITY HEALTH IMPROVEMENT
ACT OF 1994

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on (S. 1569), a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to establish,
reauthorize and revise provisions to
improve the health of individuals from
disadvantaged backgrounds, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S.
1569) entitled ““An Act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish, reauthorize
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and revise provisions to improve the health
of individuals from disadvantaged back-
grounds, and for other purposes’”, do pass
with the following amendments:
Strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TiTLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Minority Health Improvement Act of 1994"".
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE I—OFFICE OF MINORITY HEALTH

Sec. 101. Revision and extension of programs of
Office of Minority Health.
Sec. 102. Establishment of individual offices of
minority health within agencies of
Public Health Service.
TITLE II—PRIMARY HEALTH SERVICES

Sec. 201. Migrant health centers; community
health centers.

Health services for the homeless.

Health services for residents of public
housing.

Grants to States for loan repayment
programs  regarding  obligated
service of health professionals.

Grants to States for operation of State
offices of rural health.

Demonstration grants to States for
community scholarship programs
regarding obligated service of
health professionals.

Programs regarding birth defects.

Healthy start for infants.

Demonstration projects regarding dia-
betic-retinopathy.

TITLE III—HEALTH PROFESSIONS

PROGRAMS

301. Primary care scholarships for students

from disadvantaged backgrounds.

202.
203.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 204.

Sec. 205,

Sec. 206.

Sec. 207.
Sec. 208.
Sec. 209.

Sec.

Sec. 302. Scholarships generally; certain other
purposes.

Sec. 303. Loan repayments and fellowships re-
garding faculty positions.

Sec. 304. Centers of Excellence.

Sec. 305. Educational assistance regarding un-
dergraduates.

Sec. 306. Student loans regarding schools of
nursing.

Sec. 307. Federally-supported student loans
Sunds.

TITLE IV—RESEARCH

Sec. 401. Office of Research on Minority
Health.

Sec. 402. Activities of Agency for Health Care
Policy and Research.

Sec. 403. Data collection by National Center for

Health Statistics.

TITLE V—NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEALTH
CARE

Sec. 501. Clarification of 1992 amendments.

Sec. 502. Amendment of Native Hawaiian
Health Care Improvement Act to
reflect 1992 agreement.

503. Repeal of Public Health Service Act
provision.

TITLE VI—-WOMEN'S HEALTH

601. Establishment of Office of Women's
Health.

602. Women's scientific employment regard-
ing National Institutes of Health.

603. Information and education regarding
female genital mutilation.

604. Study regarding curricula of medical
schools and women's health con-
ditions.

TITLE VII-TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY

Sec. 701. Programs of Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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Sec. 702. Programs of National Institutes of
Health.

Sec. 703. Programs of Health Resources and
Services Administration.

Sec. 704. Study, consensus conference.

TITLE VIII—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 801. Technical amendment to Indian
Health Care Improvement Act.

Health services for Pacific Islanders.

Technical corrections regarding Public
Law 103-183.

Certain authorities of Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention.
Establishment of public health analyt-

ical laboratory.

Administration of certain reguire-
ments.

Revisions to eligibility requirements
for entities subject to drug pricing
limitations.

TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 901. Effective date.

TITLE I—OFFICE OF MINORITY HEALTH

SEC. 101. REVISION AND EXTENSION OF PRO-
GRAMS OF OFFICE OF MINORITY
HEALTH.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1707 of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300u—6) is amend-
ed by striking subsection (b) and all that follows
and inserting the following:

“(b) DuTIES.—With respect to improving the
health of minority groups, the Secretary shall
carry out the following:

“(1) In consultation with the advisory council
under subsection (c), establish goals and objec-
tives regarding disease prevention, health pro-
motion, service delivery, and research, and co-
ordinate all activities within the Department of
Health and Human Services that relate to such
goals and objectives.

‘‘f2) In consultation with such council, enter
into interagency agreements with other agencies
of the Service, and under such agreements pro-
vide amounts to such agencies, to carry out the
Sfollowing:

*“(A) Support research, demonstralions and
evaluations to test new and innovalive models
of delivering services.

‘“CB) Increase knowledge and understanding
of health risk factors.

‘““C) Ensure that the National Center for
Health Statistics collects data on the health sta-
tus of each minority group.

‘YD) With respect to individuals who lack
proficiency in speaking the English language,
enter into contracts with public and nonprofit
private providers of primary health services for
the purpose of increasing the access of the indi-
viduals to such services by developing and car-
rying out programs to provide bilingual or inter-
pretive services.

‘“¢3) Establish by contract a center to carry
out the following:

“(A) Facilitate the exchange of information
regarding matters relating to health information
and health promotion, prevenlive health serv-
ices, and education in the appropriate use of
health care.

“(B) Facilitate access to such information.

“(C) Assist in the analysis of issues and prob-
lems relating to such matters.

“(D) Provide technical assistance with respect
to the exchange of such information (including
facilitating the development of materials for
such technical assistance).

““(4)(A) Establish by contract a center for the
purpose of carrying out programs to improve ac-
cess to health care services for individuals who
lack proficiency in speaking the English lan-
guage by developing and carrying out programs
to provide bilingual or interpretive services.

“(B) In carrying out subparagraph (A4), en-
sure that—

802.
803.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 804.

Sec. 805.

Sec. 806.

Sec. 807.



June 14, 1994

“(i) the center under such subparagraph con-
ducts research, develops and evaluates model
projects, and provides technical assistance to
health care providers; and

“(ii) such center is not operated by the entity
that operates the center established under para-
graph (3).

“(¢) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish an advisory committee to be known as the
Advisory Commitlee on Minority Health (in this
subsection referred to as the 'Committee’).

“(2) DUTIES.—The Committee shall provide
advice to the Secretary on carrying out this sec-
tion, including advice on carrying out para-
graphs (1) and (2) of subsection (b) for each mi-
nority group.

*(3) COMPOSITION.—

“{4) The Committee shall be composed of 12
voting members appointed in accordance with
subparagraph (B) and the nonvoting, exr officio
members designated under subparagraph (C).

“(B) The voting members of the Commiltee
shall be appointed from among individuals who
have erpertise regarding the health status of mi-
nority groups and the access of such groups to
health services, which individuals are not offi-
cers or employees of the Federal Government.
The appointed membership of the Committee
shall be broadly representative of the various
minority groups.

“(C) The Secretary shall designate as er
officio members of the Commiliee the heads of
the minority health offices referred to in section
1707 A.

‘“(d) APPROPRIATE CONTEXT OF SERVICES.—
The Secretary shall ensure that information and
services provided pursuant to subsection (b) are
provided in the language and cultural contert
that is most appropriate for the individuals for
whom the information and services are in-
tended

‘““(e) EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF SERVICES.—
The Secretary shall ensure that services pro-
vided under subsection (b) are equitably allo-
cated among the various minority groups.

““¢f) CONSULTATION WITH INDIVIDUAL MINOR-
ITY HEALTH OFFICES.—In carrying out sub-
section (b) regarding a specified agency, the
Secretary shall consult with the head of the mi-
nority health office of the agency. For purposes
of the preceding sentence, the terms ‘specified
agency' and ‘minority health office’ have the
meaning given such terms in section 1707 A(f).

‘"(g) BIENNIAL REPORTS.—Not later than Feb-
ruary 1 of fiscal year 1996 and of each second
year thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the
House of Representatives, and to the Commitiee
on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate,
a report describing the activities carried out
under this section during the preceding 2 fiscal
years and evaluating the extent to which such
activities have been effective in improving the
health of minority groups. Each such report
shall include the biennial reports submitted to
the Secretary under section 1707A(e) for such
years by the heads of the minority health of-
fices.

*“(h) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘minority groups’ means African
Americans, American Indians, Asian Americans,
Hispanics, and Pacific Islanders.

(i) FUNDING.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there is authorized to be appropriated

321,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1995 -

through 1997.

*'(2) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS BY SECRETARY.—
Of the amounts appropriated under paragraph
(1) for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall make
available not less than $3,000,000 for carrying
out subsection (b)(2)(D)."".
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(b) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENT.—Section
1707 of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
300u~6) is amended in the heading for the sec-
tion by striking “ESTABLISHMENT OF"'.

SEC. 102. ESTABLISHMENT OF INDIVIDUAL OF-
FICES OF MINORITY HEALTH WITHIN
?&ENCIES OF PUBLIC HEALTH SERV-

Title XVII of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 300u et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 1707 the following section:

“INDIVIDUAL OFFICES OF MINORITY HEALTH
WITHIN PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

“SEC. 170TA. (a) IN GENERAL—The head of
each agency specified in subsection (b)(1) shall
establish within the agency an office to be
known as the Office of Minority Health. Each
such Office shall be headed by a director, who
shall be appointed by the head of the agency
within which the Office is established, and who
shall report directly to the head of the agency.
The head of such agency shall carry out this
section (as this section relates to the agency)
acting through such Director.

““(b) SPECIFIED AGENCIES,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The agencies referred to in
subsection (a) are the following:

*'(A) The Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention.

““(B) The Agency for Health Care Policy and

Research.

‘“4C) The Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration.

“(D) The Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration.

“(2) NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH.—For
purposes of subsection (c) and the subsequent
provisions of this section, the term ‘minority
health office’ includes the Office of Research on
Minority Health established within the National
Institutes of Health. The Director of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health shall carry out this
section (as this section relates to the agency)
acting through the Director of such Office.

“fc) COMPOSITION.—The head of each speci-
fied agency shall ensure that the officers and
employees of the minority health office of the
agency are, collectively, experienced in carrying
out community-based health programs for each
of the various minority groups that are present
in significant numbers in the United States. The
head of such agency shall ensure that, of such
officers and employees who are members of mi-
nority groups, no such group is disproportion-
ately represented.

“d) DUTIES.—Each Director of a minority
health office shall monitor the programs of the
specified agency of such office in order to—

‘(1) determine the extent to which the pur-
poses of the programs are being carried out with
respect to minority groups;

“(2) determine the extent to which members of
such groups are represented among the Federal
officers and employees who administer the pro-
grams; and

““(3) make recommendations to the head of
such agency on carrying out the programs with
respect to such groups.

‘“(e) BIENNIAL REPORTS TO SECRETARY.—The
head of each specified agency shall submil to
the Secretary for inclusion in each biennial re-
port under section 1707(g) (without change) a
biennial report describing—

“(1) the extent to which the minority health
office of the agency employs individuals who
are members of minority groups, including a
specification by minority group of the number of
such individuals employed by such office; and

““(2) the manner in which the agency is com-
plying with Public Law 94-311 (relating lo data
on Americans of Spanish origin or descent).

*(f) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

*(1) The term ‘minority health office’ means
an office established under subsection (a), sub-
ject to subsection (b)(2).
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*(2) The term ‘minority group’ has the mean-
ing given such term in section 1707(h).

“(3) The term 'specified agency' means—

“(4) an agency specified in subsection (b)(1);
and

“(B) the National Institutes of Health.

‘"(g) FUNDING.—

(1) ALLOCATIONS—Of the amounts appro-
priated for a specified agency for a fiscal year,
the Secretary may reserve not more than 0.5 per-
cent for the purpose of carrying out activities
under this section through the minority health
office of the agency. In reserving an amount
under the preceding sentence for a minority
health office for a fiscal year, the Secretary
shall reduce, by substantially the same percent-
age, the amount that otherwise would be avail-
able for each of the programs of the designated
agency involved.

“(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR STAFFING.—
The purposes for which amounts made available
under paragraph (1) may be erpended by a mi-
nority health office include the costs of employ-
ing staff for such office.”.

TITLE II—PRIMARY HEALTH SERVICES
SEC. 201. MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS; COMMU-
NITY HEALTH CENTERS.

(a) MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS.—

(1) TREATMENT OF PREGNANT WOMEN FOR SUB-
STANCE ABUSE.—Section 329(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b(a)) is amend-
ed—

(A) in paragraph (1)(C)—

(i) by inserting *'(i)'" after *'(C)"’;

(ii) in clause (i) (as so designated), by adding
“‘and'’ after the comma at the end; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following clause:

‘(i) to the State official responsible for carry-
ing out programs under subpart Il of part B of
title XIX, and in accordance with the provisions
of section 543 regarding the disclosure of infor-
mation, a notification if a pregnant woman is
provided a referral for the treatment of sub-
stance abuse but the entity involved does not
have the capacity to admit additional individ-
uals for treatment,”; and

(B) in paragraph (7)—

(i) in subparagraph (L), by striking “and’’ at
the end;

(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (M) as
subparagraph (N); and

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (L) the
Jollowing subparagraph:

‘(M) treatment of pregnant women for sub-
stance abuse; and"".

(2) OVERLAP IN CATCHMENT AREAS.—Section
32%a) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 254b(a)) is amended by adding at the end
the following paragraph:

*(8) In making grants under subsections (c)(1)
and (d)(1), the Secretary may provide for the de-
velopment and operation of more than one mi-
grant health center in a catchment area in any
case in which the Secretary determines that in
such area there are workers or other individuals
described in subsection (a)(1) (in the matter
after and below subparagraph (H)) who other-
wise will have a shortage of personal health
services. The preceding sentence may not be
construed as requiring that, in such a case, the
catchment areas of the centers involved be iden-
tical."".

(3) OFFSITE ACTIVITIES.—Section 32%(a) of the
Public Health Service Act, as amended by para-
graph (2) of this subsection, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following paragraph:

“(9) In making grants under this section, the
Secretary may, to the ertent determined by the
Secretary to be appropriate, authorize migrant
health centers to provide services at locations
other than the center."'.

(4) AMOUNT OF GRANT; USE OF CERTAIN
FUNDS.—Section 329%(d)(4) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b(d)(4)) is amended to
read as follows:
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“(4)(A) The amount of a grant under para-
graph (1) or under subsection (c) for a migrant
health center shall be determined by the Sec-
retary, taking into account (for the period for
which the grant is made)—

““(i) the costs that the center may reasonably
be erpected to incur in carrying out the plan
approved by the Secretary pursuant to sub-
section (f)(3)(H), and

“'(ii) the amounts that the center may reason-
ably be erpected to receive as State, local, and
other operational funding (exclusive of amounts
to be provided in the grant under this section)
and as fees, premiums, and third-party reim-
bursements.

‘“(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the Secretary
may not restrict the purposes for which a mi-
grant health center erpends the amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii) (including re-
strictions imposed pursuant to Federal cost prin-
ciples).

**(ii) The Secretary may require that amounts
described in subparagraph (A)(ii) be erpended
for purposes that are consistent with the pur-
poses specified in this section.

‘“{C)i) Payments under a grant under this
section shall be made in advance or by way of
reimbursement and in such installments as the
Secretary finds necessary. Adjustments in such
payments may be made for overpayments or un-
derpayments, subject to clause (ii).

“(#i) If, for the period for which a grant is
made under paragraph (1) to a migrant health
center, the sum of the amount of the grant and
the amounts described in subparagraph (A)(ii)
that the center actually received erceeded the
costs of the center in carrying out the plan ap-
proved by the Secrelary pursuant to subsection
(f)(3)(H), then the center is entitled to retain
such excess amount if the center agrees to ezr-
pend such amount only for the following pur-
poses:

‘(1) To expand and improve services.

‘““I1) To increase the number of persons
served.

“(I11) To acquire, modernize, or expand facili-
ties, or to construct facilities.

“{IV) To improve the administration of service
programs.

(V) To establish financial reserves.

‘(D) With respect to funds that are amounts
described in subparagraph (A)(ii) or ercess
amounts described in subparagraph (C)(ii), this
paragraph may not be construed as limiting the
authority of the Secretary to require the submis-
sion of such plans, budgets, and other informa-
tion as may be necessary to ensure that the
funds are erpended in accordance with sub-
paragraph (B)(ii), or clauses (I) through (V) of
subparagraph (C)(ii), respectively."'.

(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 329(h) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 254b(h)) is amended—

(4) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking '‘1994"
and inserting “1998""; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘1994
and inserting ‘1998,

(b) COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS.—

(1) TREATMENT OF PREGNANT WOMEN FOR SUB-
STANCE ABUSE.—Section 330 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.5.C. 254c) is amended—

(4) in subsection (a)(3)—

(i) by inserting ‘'(A)" after *'(3)"";

(ii) in subparagraph (A) (as so designated), by
adding “‘and’ after the comma at the end; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following sub-
paragraph:

““(B) to the State official responsible for carry-
ing out programs under subpart Il of part B of
title X1X, and in accordance with the provisions
of section 543 regarding the disclosure of infor-
mation, a notification if a pregnant woman is
provided a referral for the treatment of sub-
stance abuse but the entity involved does not
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have the capacity to admit additional individ-
uals for treatment,"’; and

(B) in subsection (b)(2)—

(i) in subparagraph (L), by striking “‘and” at
the end;

(ii) by redesignating subparagraph (M) as
subparagraph (N); and

(iii) by inserting after subparagraph (L) the
following subparagraph:

‘(M) treatment of pregnant women for sub-
stance abuse; and”.

(2) OVERLAP IN CATCHMENT AREAS.—Section
330(b) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S8.C. 254¢c(b)) is amended by adding at the end
the following paragraph:

‘“(7) In making grants under subsections (c)(1)
and (d)(1), the Secretary may provide for the de-
velopment and operation of more than one com-
munity health center in a catchment area in
any case in which the Secretary determines that
there iz a population group in such area that
otherwise will have a shortage of personal
health services. The preceding sentence may not
be construed as requiring that, in such a case,
the catchment areas of the centers involved be
identical."".

(3) OFFSITE ACTIVITIES.—Section 330(b) of the
Public Health Service Act, as amended by para-
graph (2) of this subsection, is ded by add-
ing at the end the following paragraph:

“(8) In making grants under this section, the
Secretary may, to the extent determined by the
Secretary to be appropriate, authorize commu-
nity health centers lo provide services at loca-
tions other than the center.’’.

(4) AMOUNT OF GRANT; USE OF CERTAIN
FUNDS.—Section 330(d)(4) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254c(d)(4)) is amended to
read as follows:

“(4)(A) The amount of a grant under para-
graph (1) or under subsection (c) for a commu-
nity health center shall be determined by the
Secretary, taking into account (for the period
for which the grant is made)—

‘(i) the costs that the center may reasonably
be erpected to incur in carrying out the plan
approved by the Secretary pursuant to sub-
section (e)(3)(H), and

*“(ii) the amounts that the center may reason-
ably be exrpected to receive as State, local, and
other operational funding (erclusive of amounts
to be provided in the grant under this section)
and as fees, premiums, and third-party reim-
bursements.

“(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the Secretary
may not restrict the purposes for which a com-
munity health center exrpends the amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii) (including re-
strictions imposed pursuant to Federal cost prin-
ciples).

‘'(ii) The Secretary may require that amounts
described in subparagraph (A)(ii) be erpended
for purposes that are consistent with the pur-
poses specified in this section.

“(C)(i) Payments under a grant under this
section shall be made in advance or by way of
reimbursement and in such installments as the
Secretary finds necessary. Adjustments in such
payments may be made for overpayments or un-
derpayments, subject to clause (ii).

““(#f) If, for the period for which a grant is
made wunder paragraph (1) to a community
health center, the sum of the amount of the
grant and the amounts described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii) that the center actually received
exceeded the costs of the center in carrying out
the plan approved by the Secretary pursuant to
subsection (e)(3)(H), then the center is entitled
to retain such excess amount if the center agrees
to expend such amount only for the following
purposes:

(1) To expand and improve services.

“(1I) To increase the number of persons
served.
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*“(111) To acquire, modernize, or expand facili-
ties, or to construct facilities.

“(IV) To improve the administration of service
programs.

*“(V) To establish financial reserves.

“(D) With respect to funds that are amounts
described in subparagraph (A)(ii) or exrcess
amounts described in subparagraph (C)fii), this
paragraph may not be construed as limiting the
authority of the Secretary to require the submis-
sion of such plans, budgets, and other informa-
tion as may be necessary to ensure that the
Junds are erpended in accordance with sub-
paragraph (B)(ii), or clauses (I) through (V) of
subparagraph (C)(ii), respectively.’".

(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 330(g) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.5.C. 254¢(g)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking *'1994""
and inserting ''1998""; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)., by striking “‘1994"
and inserting *'1998"".

SEC. 202. HEALTH SERVICES FOR THE HOMELESS.

Section 340(g)(1) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 256(q)(1)) is amended by striking
“‘and 1994"" and inserting ‘‘through 1998".

SEC. 203, HEALTH SERVICES FOR RESIDENTS OF
PUBLIC HOUSING.

Section 340A(p)(1) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 256a(p)(1)) is amended by striking
“and 1993"" and inserting ‘‘through 1998,

SEC. 204. GRANTS TO STATES FOR LOAN REPAY-
MENT PROGRAMS REGARDING OBLI-
GATED SERVICE OF HEALTH PRO-
FESSIONALS.

Section 338I(c) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 254g-1(c)) is amended by adding
at the end the following paragraph:

““(4) PRIVATE PRACTICE.—

‘“CA) In carrying out the program operated
with a grant under subsection (a), a State may
waive the requirement of paragraph (1) regard-
ing the assignment of a health professional if,
subject to subparagraph (B), the health profes-
sional enters into an agreement with the State
to provide primary health services in a full-time
private clinical practice in a health professional
shortage area.

‘“(B) The Secretary may not make a grant
under subsection (a) unless the State involved
agrees that, if the State provides a waiver under
subparagraph (A) for a health professional, sec-
tion 338D(b)(1) will apply to the agreement
under such subparagraph between the State and
the health professional to the same ertent and
in the same manner as such section applies to
an agreement between the Secretary and a
health professional regarding a full-time private
clinical practice."".

SEC. 205. GRANTS TO STATES FOR OPERATION OF
STATE OFFICES OF RURAL HEALTH.

Section 338J of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 2547) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), in the matter preced-
ing subparagraph (A), by striking “in cash'’;
and

(2) in subsection ()(1)— i

(A4) by striking “and’ after 1992, and

(B) by inserting before the period the follow-
ing: **, and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1995 through 1997"".

SEC. 206. DEMONSTRATION GRANTS TO STATES
FOR COMMUNITY SCHOLARSHIP
PROGRAMS REGARDING OBLIGATED
SERVICE OF HEALTH PROFES-
SIONALS.

Section 338L of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 254t) is amended—

(1) by striking “health manpower shortage’
each place such term appears and inserting
“health professional shortage'';

(2) in subsection (e)—

(A) by striking paragraph (1);

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through
(6) as paragraphs (1) through (5), respectively;
and
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(C) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated), by
inserting after ‘'the individual' the following:
“who is to receive the scholarship under the
contract'’;

(3) in subsection (k)(2), by striking “‘internal
medicine, pediatrics,” and inserting ‘‘general in-
ternal medicine, general pediatrics,”’; and

(4) in subsection (1)(1)—

(A) by striking “and’ after “'1992,""; and

(B) by inserting before the period the follow-
ing: *, and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1995 through 1997"".

SEC. 207. PROGRAMS REGARDING BIRTH DE-
FECTS.

Section 317C of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.8.C. 24Tb—4) is amended to read as follows:
**PROGRAMS REGARDING BIRTH DEFECTS

“‘SEc. 317C. (a) The Secretary, acting through
the Director of the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, shall carry out programs—

‘(1) to collect, analyze, and make available
data on birth defects (in a manner that facili-
tates compliance with subsection (d)(2)), includ-
ing data on the causes of such defects and on
the incidence and prevalence of such defects;

“(2) to support primary birth-defect preven-
tion, including information and education to
the public on the prevention of such defects;

‘“(3) to improve the education, training, and
clinical skills of health professionals with re-
spect to the prevention of such defects;

“(4) to carry out demonsiration projects for
the prevention of such defects; and

“(5) to operate regional centers for the con-
duct of applied epidemiological research on the
prevention of such defects.

“(b) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS REGARDING COL-
LECTION OF DATA.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subsection
(a)(1), the Secretary—

““CA) shall collect and analyze data by gender
and by racial and ethnic group, including His-
panics, non-Hispanic whites, African Ameri-
cans, Native Americans, Asian Americans, and
Pacific Islanders;

“(B) shall collect data under subparagraph
(4) from birth certificates, death certificates,
hospital records, and such other sources as the
Secretary determines to be appropriate; and

‘“(C) shall encourage States to establish or im-
prove programs for the collection and analysis
of epidemiological data on birth defects, and to
make the data available.

“(2) NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE.—In carrying
out subsection (a)(1), the Secretary shall estab-
lish and maintain a National Information Clear-
inghouse on Birth Defects to collect and dis-
seminate to health professionals and the general
public information on birth defects, including
the prevention of such defects.

““(c) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS,—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subsection
(a), the Secretary may make grants to and enter
into contracts with public and nonprofit private
entities.

**(2) SUPPLIES AND SERVICES IN LIEU OF AWARD
FUNDS.—

“(A) Upon the request of a recipient of an
award of a grant or contract under paragraph
(1), the Secretary may, subject to subparagraph
(B), provide supplies, equipmeni, and services
for the purpose of aiding the recipient in carry-
ing out the purposes for which the award is
made and, for such purposes, may detail to the
recipient any officer or employee of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

“(B) With respect to a request described in
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall reduce
the amount of payments under the award in-
volved by an amount equal to the costs of detail-
ing personnel and the fair market value of any
supplies, equipment, or services provided by the
Secretary. The Secretary shall, for the payment
of expenses incurred in complying with such re-
quest, expend the amounts withheld.
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'*(3) APPLICATION FOR AWARD.—The Secretary
may make an award of a grant or contract
under paragraph (1) only if an application for
the award is submitted lo the Secretary and the
application is in such form, is made in such
manner, and contains such agreements, assur-
ances, and information as the Secretary deter-
mines to be necessary to carry out the purposes
Sor which the award is to be made.

*(d) BIENNIAL REPORT.—Not later than Feb-
ruary 1 of fiscal year 1995 and of every second
such year thereafter, the Secretary shall submit
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce of
the House of Representatives, and the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources of the Sen-
ate, a report that, with respect to the preceding
2 fiscal years—

(1) contains information regarding the inci-
dence and prevalence of birth defects and the
extent to which birth defects have contributed to
the incidence and prevalence of infant mortal-
ity;

**(2) contains information under paragraph (1)
that is specific to various racial and ethnic
groups (including Hispanics, non-Hispanic
whites, African Americans, Native Americans,
and Asian Americans);

“(3) contains an assessment of the extent to
which various approaches of preventing birth
defects have been effective;

‘‘(4) describes the activities carried out under
this section; and

‘'(5) contains any recommendations of the
Secretary regarding this section.

‘“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal
years 1995 through 1997."".

SEC. 208. HEALTHY START FOR INFANTS.

(a) TECHNICAL (CORRECTION REGARDING
AMENDATORY INSTRUCTIONS.—Part D of title 111
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S5.C 254b
et seq.), as amended by section 104 of Public
Law 103-183 (107 Stat. 2230), is amended in the
heading for subpart VIII by striking '‘Bulk'
and all that follows and inserting the following:
“Miscellaneous Provisions Regarding Primary
Health Care''. The amendment made by the pre-
ceding sentence is deemed to have taken effect
immediately after the enactment of Public Law
103-183.

(b) HEALTHY START FOR INFANTS.—Part D of
title III of the Public Health Service Act, as
amended by subsection (a) of this section, is
amended by adding at the end of subpart VIII
the following section:

““HEALTHY START FOR INFANTS

““SEC. 340E. (a) GRANTS FOR COMPREHENSIVE
SERVICES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make
grants for the operation of not more than 19
demonstration projects to provide the services
described in subsection (b) for the purpose of re-
ducing, in the geographic areas in which the
projects are carried out—

‘““CA) the incidence of infant mortality and
morbidity;

"“(B) the incidence of fetal deaths;

“(C) the incidence of maternal mortality;

(D) the incidence of fetal alcohol syndrome;
and

“(E) the incidence of low-birthweight births.

“(2) ACHIEVEMENT OF YEAR 2000 HEALTH STA-
TUS OBJECTIVES.—With respect to the objectives
established by the Secretary for the health sta-
tus of the population of the United States for
the year 2000, the Secretary shall, in providing
for a demonstration project under paragraph (1)
in a geographic area, seek to meet the objectives
that are applicable to the purpose described in
such paragraph and the populations served by
the project.

“(b) AUTHORIZED SERVICES.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (h),
the services referred to in this subsection are
comprehensive services (including preventive
and primary health services for pregnant women
and infants and childhood immunizations in ac-
cordance with the schedule recommended by the
Secretary) for carrying out the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (a), including services
other than health services.

“(2) CERTAIN PROVIDERS.—The Secretary may
make a grant under subsection (a) only if the
applicant involved agrees that, in making any
arrangements under which other entities pro-
vide authorized services in the demonstration
project involved, the applicant will include
among the entities with which the arrangements
are made grantees under any of sections 329,
330, 340, and 340A, if such grantees are provid-
ing services in the service area of such project
and the grantees are willing to make such ur-
rangements with the applicant.

‘‘(¢) ELIGIBLE GEOGRAPHIC AREAS.—The Sec-
retary may make a grant under subsection (a)
only if—

‘(1) the applicant for the grant specifies the
geographic area in which the demonstration
project under such subsection is to be carried
out and agrees that the project will not be car-
ried out in other areas; and

**(2) for the fiscal year preceding the first fis-
cal year for which the applicant is to receive
such a grant, the rate of infant mortality in the
geographic area egquals or exceeds 150 percent of
the national average in the United States of
such rates.

‘(d) MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF GRANT-
E —

‘(1) PUBLIC OR NONPROFIT PRIVATE ENTI-
TIES.—The Secretary may make a grant under
subsection (a) only if the applicant for the grant
is a State or local department of health, or other
public or nonprofit private entity, or a consor-
tium of public or nonprofit private entities.

““(2) APPROVAL OF POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS.—
With respect to a proposed demonstration
project under subsection (a), the Secretary may
make a grant under such subsection only if—

‘'(A) the chief executive officer of each politi-
cal subdivision in the service area of such
project approves the applicant for the grant as
being qualified to carry out the project; and

‘'(B) the leadership of any Indian tribe or
tribal organization with jurisdiction over any
portion of such area so approves the applicant.

““(3) STATUS AS MEDICAID PROVIDER.—

“r4) In the case of any service described in
subsection (b) that is available pursuant to the
State plan approved under title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act for a State in which a dem-
onstration project under subsection (a) is car-
ried out, the Secretary may make a grant under
such subsection for the project only if, subject to
subparagraph (B)—

(i) the applicant for the grant will provide
the service directly, and the applicant has en-
tered into a participation agreement under the
State plan and is qualified to receive payments
under such plan; or

““(ii) the applicant will enter into an agree-
ment with a public or private entity under
which the entity will provide the service, and
the entity has entered inlo such a participation
agreement under the State plan and is qualified
to receive such payments.

“(B)fi) In the case of an entity making an
agreement pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i) re-
garding the provision of services, the require-
ment established in such subparagraph regard-
ing a participation agreement shall be waived
by the Secretary if the entity does not, in pro-
viding health care services, impose a charge or
accept reimbursement available from any third-
party payor, including reimbursement under
any insurance policy or under any Federal or
State health benefits plan.
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“(ii) A determination by the Secretary of
whether an entity referred to in clause (i) meets
the criteria for a waiver under such clause shall
be made without regard to whether the entity
accepts voluntary donations regarding the pro-
vision of services to the public.

“'(e) STATE APPROVAL OF PROJECT.—With re-
spect to a proposed demonstiration project under
subsection (a), the Secretary may make a grant
under such subsection to the applicant involved
only if—

‘(1) the chief executive officer of the State in
which the project is to be carried out approves
the proposal of the applicant for carrying out
the project; and

“(2) the leadership of any Indian tribe or trib-
al organization with jurisdiction over any por-
tion of the service area of the project so ap-
proves the proposal.

*“(f) ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES PROVIDED
WITH GRANT FUNDS.—The Secretary may make
a grant under subsection (a) only if the appli-
cant involved agrees as follows:

“41) With respect to any authorized service
under subsection (b), if the service is a service
that the State involved is required or has elected
to provide under title XIX of the Social Security
Act, the grant will not be erpended to provide
the service to any individual to whom the State
is required or has elected under such title to pro-
vide the service.

“(2) The grant will not be expended to make
payment for any item or service to the erxtent
that payment has been made, or can reasonably
be erpected to be made, with respect to such
item or service—

‘'(A) under a health insurance policy or plan
(including a group health plan or a prepaid
health plan);

““(B) under any Federal or State health bene-
fits program, including any program under title
V, XVIII, or XIX of the Social Security Act; or

‘“(C) under subpart II of part B of title XIX
of this Act.

““(g) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—

‘(1) GRANTEE.—With respect to authorized
services under subsection (b), the Secretary may
make a grant under subsection (a) only if the
applicant involved agrees to maintain erpendi-
tures of non-Federal amounts for such services
at a level that is not less than the level of such
expenditures maintained by the applicant for
fiscal year 1991.

'(2) RELEVANT POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS.—
With respect to authorized services under sub-
section (b), the Secretary may make a grant
under subsection (a) only if each political sub-
division in the service area of the demonstration
project involved agrees to maintain expenditures
of non-Federal amounts for such services at a
level that is not less than the level of such ex-
penditures maintained by the political subdivi-
sion for fiscal year 1991.

“(h) RESTRICTIONS ON [EXPENDITURE OF
GRANT.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as provided in para-
graph (3), the Secretary may make a grant
under subsection (a) only if the applicant in-
volved agrees that the grant will not be ez-
pended—

“‘(A) to provide inpatient services, ercept with
respect to residential treatment for substance
abuse provided in settings other than hospitals;

“(B) to make cash payments to intended re-
cipients of health services or mental health serv-
ices; or

‘“(C) to purchase or improve real property
(other than minor remodeling of existing im-
provements to real property) or to purchase
major medical equipment (other than mobile
medical units for providing ambulatory prenatal
services).

""(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES; DATA COLLEC-
TION.—The Secretary may make a grant under
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subsection (a) only if the applicant involved
agrees that not more than an aggregate 10 per-
cent of the grant will be expended for admin-
istering the grant and the collection and analy-
sis of data.

*'(3) WAIVER.—If the Secretary finds that the
purpose described in subsection (a) cannot oth-
erwise be carried out, the Secretary may, with
respect to an otherwise gualified applicant,
waive the restriction established in paragraph
(1)(C).

‘(i) DETERMINATION OF CAUSE OF INFANT
DEATHS.—The Secretary may make a grant
under subsection (a) only if the applicant in-
volved—

‘(1) agrees to provide for a determination of
the cause of each infant death in the service
area of the demonstration project involved, and

*(2) the applicant has made such arrange-
ments with public entities as may be necessary
to carry out paragraph (1).

“(j) ANNUAL REPORTS TO SECRETARY —The
Secretary may make a grant under subsection
(a) only if the applicant involved agrees that,
for each fiscal year for which the applicant op-
erates a demonstration project under such sub-
section the applicant will, not later than April
1 of the subsequent fiscal year, submit to the
Secretary a report providing the following infor-
mation with respect to the project:

(1) The number of individuals that received
authorized services, and the demographic char-
acteristics of the population of such individuals.

“(2) The types of authorized services provided,
including the types of ambulatory prenatal serv-
ices provided and the trimester of the pregnancy
in which the services were provided.

“(3) The sources of payment for the author-
ized services provided.

“'(4) The extent to which children under age 2
receiving authorized services have received the
appropriate number and variety of immuniza-
tions against vaccine-preventable diseases.

“(5) An analysis of the causes of death deter-
mined under subsection (i).

“{6) The extent of progress being made toward
meeting the health status objectives specified in
subsection (a)(2).

*(7) The extent to which, in the service area
involved, progress is being made toward meeting
the participation goals established for the State
by the Secretary under section 1905(r) of the So-
cial Security Act (relating to early periodic
screening, diagnostic, and treatment services for
children under the age of 21).

“(k) COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION.—The Sec-
retary may make a grant under subsection (a)
only if the applicant involved agrees that, in
preparing the proposal of the applicant for the
demonstration project involved, and in the oper-
ation of the project, the applicant will consult
with the residents of the service area for the
project and with public and nonprofit private
entities that provide authorized services to such
residents.

(1) APPLICATION FOR GRANT.—The Secretary
may make a grant under subsection (a) only if
an application for the grant is submitled to the
Secretary and the application is in such form, is
made in such manner, and contains such agree-
ments, assurances, and information as the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary to carry out
this subsection.

“m) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
February 1, 1998, the Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the
House of Representatives, and the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, a
report—

“(1) summarizing the reports received by the
Secretary under subsection (7);

*“(2) describing the extent to which the Sec-
retary has, in the service areas of such projects,
been successful in meeting the health status ob-
jectives specified in subsection (a)(2); and
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*'(3) deseribing the extent to which demonstra-
tion projects under subsection (a) have been cost
effective.

*(n) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN EXPENSES OF
SECRETARY.—Of the amounts appropriated
under subsection (p) for a fiscal year, the Sec-
retary may not obligate more than an aggregate
5 percent for the administrative costs of the Sec-
retary in carrying out this section, for the provi-
sion of technical assistance regarding dem-
onstration projects under subsection (a), and for
evaluations of such projects.

‘(o) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) The term ‘authorized services’ means the
services specified in subsection (b).

(2) The terms 'Indian tribe' and ‘tribal orga-
nization' have the meaning given such terms in
section 4(b) and section 4(c) of the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act.

‘(3) The term 'service area’, with respect to a
demonstration project under subsection (a),
means the geographic area specified in sub-
section (c).

“(p) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal
years 1995 through 1997,

“(g) SUNSET.—Effective October 1, 1997, this
section is repealed."".

(b) CERTAIN PROVISIONS REGARDING RE-
PORTS.—

(1) FISCAL YEAR 1995.—With respect to grants
under section 340E of the Public Health Service
Act (as added by subsection (b) of this section),
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
may make a grant under such section for fiscal
year 1995 only if the applicant for the grant
agrees to submit to the Secretary, not later than
April 1 of such year, a report on any federally-
supported project of the applicant that is sub-
stantially similar to the demonstration projects
authorized in such section 340E, which report
provides, to the extent practicable, the informa-
tion described in subsection (i) of such section.

(2) FISCAL YEAR 1997.—With respect to grants
for fiscal year 1997 under section 340E of the
Public Health Service Act (as added by sub-
section (b) of this section), the requirement
under subsection (i) of such section that a re-
port be submitted not later than April 1, 1998,
remains in effect notwithstanding the repeal of
such section pursuant to subsection (g) of such
section.

(c) LAPSE OF FUNDs.—Effective October 1,
1997, all unexrpended portions of amounts appro-
priated for grants under 340E of the Public
Health Service Act (as added by subsection (b)
of this section) are unavailable for obligation or
erpenditure, without regard to whether the
amounts have been received by the grantees in-
volved.

(d) USE OF GENERAL AUTHORITY UNDER PUB-
Lic HEALTH SERVICE AcT.—With respect to the
program established in section 340E of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (as added by subsection
(b) of this section), section 301 of such Act may
not be construed as providing to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services any authority to
carry out, during any fiscal year in which such
program is in operation, any demonstration
project to provide any of the services specified in
subsection (b) of such section 340E.

SEC. 209. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS REGARD-
ING DIABETIC-RETINOPATHY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services, acting through the Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
and in consultation with the Director of the Na-
tional Eye Institute, may make grants to public
and nonprofit private entities for demonstration
projects to serve the populations specified in
subsection (b) by carrying out, with respect to
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the eye disorder known as diabetic retinopathy,

activities regarding information, identification,

dissemination, education, and prevention.

(b) RELEVANT POPULATIONS.—The populations
referred to in subsection (a) are minority popu-
lations that are at significant risk of contracting
diabetes mellitus.

(¢c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For
the purpose of carrying out this section, there is
authorized to be appropriated $1,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years 1995 through 1997.

TITLE HNI—HEALTH PROFESSIONS
PROGRAMS

SEC. 301. PRIMARY CARE SCHOLARSHIPS FOR
STUDENTS FROM DISADVANTAGED
BACEGROUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 736 of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEC. 736. PRIMARY CARE SCHOLARSHIPS FOR
STUDENTS FROM DISADVANTAGED
BACEGROUNDS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may in ac-
cordance with this section award scholarships
to individuals described in subsection (b) for the
purpose of assisting the individuals with the
costs of attending schools of medicine or osteo-
pathic medicine, schools of dentistry, schools of
nursing (as defined in section 853), graduate
programs in mental health practice, and pro-
grams for the training of physician assistants.

“(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An individual
referred to in subsection (a) is any individual
meeting the following conditions:

(1) The individual is from a disadvantaged
background.

“(2) The individual is enrolled (or accepted
for enrollment) at an eligible school as a full-
time student in a program leading to a degree in
a health profession.

“(3) The individual enters into the contract
regquired pursuant to subsection (d) as a condi-
tion of receiving the scholarship (relating to an
agreement to provide primary health services in
a health professional shortage area designated
under section 332).

“(c) PREFERENCES REGARDING AWARDS; SPE-
CIAL CONSIDERATION.—In awarding scholarships
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall—

“(1) give preference to eligible individuals for
whom the costs of attending the school involved
would constitute a severe financial hardship;
and

*(2) give special consideration to eligible indi-
viduals who received scholarships pursuant to
this section, section 737, or section 740(d)(2) for
fiscal year 1993 or 1994 and are seeking scholar-
ships for attendance at eligible schools that re-
ceived a grant under any of such sections for
any of such fiscal years.

“(d) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—
Ezxcept as inconsistent with this section, the pro-
visions of subpart III of part D of title IIl apply
to an award of a scholarship under subsection
(a) to the same ertent and in the same manner
as such provisions apply to an award of a schol-
arship under section 338A. This section shall be
carried out by the bureau that administers such
subpart I11.

“(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion:

(1) The term ‘eligible individual' means an
individual described in subsection (b).

*“(2) The term ‘eligible school’ means a school
or program specified in subsection (a).

*(f) FUNDING .—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
£28,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, $38,000,000 for
fiscal year 1996, and $48,000,000 for fiscal year
1997. Such authorization is in addition to the
authorization of appropriations established in
section 740(e).
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“*(2) ALLOCATIONS BY SECRETARY.—Of the
amounts appropriated for a fiscal year under
m;}'waph (1), the Secretary shall make avail-
able—

““(4) 20 percent for scholarships under sub-
section (a) for attendance at schools of nursing;
and

“(B) 15 percent for scholarships under such
subsection for attendance at graduate programs
in mental health practice."'.

(b) CERTAIN PROGRAMS OF OBLIGATED SERV-
ICE—

(1) REPEAL.—Section 795 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.5.C. 295n) is repealed.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1)
does not terminate agreements that, on the day
before the effective date under section 901, are
in effect pursuant to section 795 of the Public
Health Service Act. Such agreements continue in
effect in accordance with the terms of the agree-
ments. With respect to compliance with such
agreements, any period of practice as a provider
of primary health services (whether provided
pursuant to other agreements with the Federal
Government or whether provided otherwise)
counts toward satisfaction of the requirement of
practice pursuant to such section 795.

SEC. 302. SCHOLARSHIPS GENERALLY; CERTAIN
OTHER PURPOSES.

(a) RELEVANT HEALTH PROFESSIONS
ScHooLS.—Section 737(a)(3) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S8.C. 293a(a)(3)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘medicine,”” and all that fol-
lows through “‘dentistry,"”; and

(2) by striking “‘allied health,” and all that
Sollows and inserting “‘allied health.''.

(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 737(a)(2) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293a(a)(2)) is
amended to read as follows:

"(2) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An individual re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) is any individual
meeting the following conditions:

““{4) The individual is from a disadvantaged
background.

“(B) The individual is enrolled (or accepted
for enrollment) as a full-time student in a
health professions school specified in paragraph
(3).

*(C) The individual enters into the contract
required pursuant to subsection (e) as a condi-
tion of receiving the scholarship under para-
graph (1) (relating to an agreement to provide
services).”’.

(2) CERTAIN REQUIREMENT.—Section 737 of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293a) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(1), by striking “‘sub-
section (e)" and inserting ‘'subsection (f)"";

(B) by redesignating subsections (e) through
(h) as subsections (f) through (i), respectively;
and

(C) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing subsection:

**(e) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezcept as inconsistent with
this section, and subject to paragraph (2), the
provisions of subpart Il of part D of title [I
apply to an award of a scholarship under sub-
section (a) to the same ertent and in the same
manner as such provisions apply to an award of
a scholarship under section 338A. This section
shall be carried out by the bureau that admin-
isters such subpart II1.

““{2) CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—

“t4) In the case of an individual who receives
a scholarship under subsection (a) for attend-
ance at a school of veterinary medicine, the con-
tract referred to in subsection (a)(2)(C) is a con-
tract under which the individual agrees that,
after completing training in such medicine, the
individual will, in accordance with requirements
established under subparagraph (B), conduct or
assist in the conduct eof research regarding
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human health or safety. Except as inconsistent
with this section, the provisions specified in
paragraph (1) with respect to title 11l apply to
such a scholarship to the same extent and in the
same manner as such provisions apply to an
award of a scholarship under section 338A4.

‘“¢B) The Secretary shall establish require-
ments regarding contracts under subparagraph
(A%

(c) FUNDING.—Section 737(i) of the Public
Health Service Act, as redesignated by sub-
section (b)(2) of this section, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the
period the following: ', and $6,000,000 for each
of the fiscal years 1994 through 1997""; and

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking “30 per-
cent'' and all that follows and inserting the fol-
lowing: "'50 percent for such grants to schools of
allied health; and’'.

SEC. 303. LOAN REPAYMENTS AND FELLOWSHIPS
REGARDING FACULTY POSITIONS.

(a) LOAN REPAYMENTS.—Section 738(a) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293b(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (4) and (6);

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (7) as
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and

(3) in paragraph (4) (as so redesignated), by
amending subparagraph (B) to read as follows:

“(B) the contract referred to in subparagraph
(A) provides that the school, in making a deter-
mination of the amount of compensation to be
provided by the school to the individual for
serving as a member of the faculty, will make
the determination without regard to the amount
of payments made (or to be made) to the individ-
ual by the Federal Government under para-
graph (1).".

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS RE-
GARDING LOAN REPAYMENTS AND FELLOW-
SHIPS.—Section 738(c) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 293b(c)) is amended by strik-
ing "‘there is'" and all that follows and inserting
the following: "‘there is authorized to be appro-
priated $1,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
1995 through 1997."".

SEC. 304. CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE.

(a) REFERENCES TO SCHOOLS.—Section 739 of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293c) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘health professions schools"
each place such term appears and inserting
“designated health professions schools''; and

(2) by striking *‘health professions school”
each place such term appears and inserting
“*designated health professions school”'.

(b) REQUIRED USES OF FUNDS.—Section 739(b)
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
293c(b)), as amended by subsection (a), is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (2);

(2) by redesignating paragraph (I) as para-
graph (2);

(3) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so re-
designated) the following paragraph:

(1) to collaborate with public and nonprofit
private entities to carry out community-based
programs to recruit students of secondary
schools and institutions of higher education and
to prepare the students academically for pursu-
ing a career in the health professions;’’;

(4) in paragraph (5)—

(A) by striking “faculty and student re-
search'' and inserting "‘student research’’; and

(B) by inserting before the period the follow-
ing: *', including research on issues relating to
the delivery of health care’’; and

(5)(A) in paragraph (4), by striking “‘and”
after the semicolon at the end;

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking the period at
the end and inserting '*; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following para-
graph:

‘“(6) to carry oul a program to train students
of the school in providing health services
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through training provided at community-based
health facilities that provide such services to a
significant number of disadvantaged individuals
and that are located at a site remote from the
main site of the teaching facililies of the
school."".

(c) REQUIREMENTS REGARDING CONSORTIA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 739(c)(1) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293c(c)(1)), as
amended by subsection (a), is amended—

{A) in subparagraph (A), in the matter preced-
ing clause (i), by striking '‘specified in subpara-
graph (B)" and inserting ‘'specified in subpara-
graphs (B) and (C)"";

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub-
paragraph (D); and

{C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following subparagraph:

“(C) The condition specified in this subpara-
graph is that, in accordance with subsection
(e)1), the designated health professions school
involved has with other health profession
schools (designated or otherwise) formed a con-
sortium to carry out the purposes described in
subsection (b) at the schools of the consortium.
The grant involved may be expended with re-
spect to the other schools without regard to
whether such schools meet the conditions speci-
fied in subparagraph (B).".

(2) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS.—Section 739(e) of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
293c(e)), as amended by subsection (a), is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(e) PROVISIONS REGARDING CONSORTIA.—

*“(1) REQUIREMENTS.—For purposes of sub-
section (c)(INC), a consortium of schools has
been formed in accordance with this subsection
if—

“(A) the consortium consists of—

“(i) the designated health professions school
seeking the grant under subsection (a); and

““(ii) 1 or more schools of medicine, osteopathic
medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, nursing, allied
health, or public health, or graduate programs
in mental health practice;

“{B) the schools of the consortium have en-
tered into an agreement for the allocation of
such grant among the schools; and

“(C) each of the schools agrees to expend the
grant in accordance with this section.

“(2) AUTHORITY REGARDING NATIVE AMERICANS
CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE.—With respect to meet-
ing the conditions specified in subsection (c)(4),
the Secretary may make a grant under sub-
section (a) to a designated health professions
school that does not meet such conditions if—

‘““(A) the school has formed a consortium in
accordance with paragraph (1); and

“(B) the schools of the consortium collectively
meet such conditions, without regard to whether
the schools individually meet such conditions."'.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 73% of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293c),
as amended by subsection (a), is amended—

(A) in subsection (b), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), by inserting ', subject to sub-
section (c)I)(C),"" after "‘agrees’’; and

(B) in subsection (d)—

(i) in paragraph (3), by striking “(e)'" and in-
serting “(e)(2)""; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following para-
graph:

“(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Ezxcept as pro-
vided in paragraph (3) regarding a consortium
under subsection (e)(2), a health professions
school that does not meet the conditions speci-
fied in subsection (c)(1)(B) may not be des-
ignated as a center of excellence for purposes of
this section. The preceding sentence applies
without regard to whether a grant under sub-
section (a) is, pursuant to subsection (c)(1)(C),
being expended with respect to the school."".

fd) DEFINITION OF HEALTH PROFESSIONS
SCHOOL.—
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(1) GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN MENTAL HEALTH
PRACTICE —Section 739(h)(1)(A) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S5.C. 293c(h)(1)(A)), as
amended by subsection (a), is amended by—

(A) by striking “or" after “dentistry’’; and

(B) by inserting before the period the follow-
ing: *', or a graduate program in mental health
practice’.

(2) LIMITATION.—During the fiscal years 1995
through 1997, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services may not make more than one
grant under section 739 of the Public Health
Service Act directly to a graduate program in
mental health practice (as defined in section 799
of such Act).

fe) FUNDING.—Section 73%i) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293c(i)), as amend-
ed by subsection (a), is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘(i) FUNDING.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of making grants under sub-
section (a), there are authorized to be appro-

priated $28,000,000 for fiscal year 1995,
£30,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and $32,000,000
for fiscal year 1997.

““(2) ALLOCATIONS BY SECRETARY.—

“CA) Of the amounts appropriated under
paragraph (1) for a fiscal year, the Secretary
shall make available §12,000,000 for grants under
subsection (a) to health professions schools that
are eligible for such grants pursuant to meeting
the conditions described in paragraph (2)(A) of
subsection (c).

‘“(B) Of the amounts appropriated under
paragraph (1) for a fiscal year and available
after compliance with subparagraph (A), the
Secretary shall make available 65 percent for
grants under subsection (a) to health profes-
sions schools that are eligible for such grants
pursuant to meeting the conditions described in
paragraph (3) or (4) of subsection (c) (including
meeting conditions pursuant to subsection
(e)(2)).

“(C)(i) OfF the amounts appropriated under
paragraph (1) for a fiscal year and available
after compliance with subparagraph (A), the
Secretary shall make available 35 percent for
grants under subsection (a) to heaith profes-
sions schools that are eligible for such grants
pursuant to meeting the conditions described in
paragraph (5) of subsection (c).

*(ii) With respect to a fiscal year, a grant
under subsection (a) that includes amounts
available under subparagraph (A) may not in-
clude amounts available under clause (i) unless
each of the following conditions is met:

‘““I) In the case of amounts available under
subparagraph (B) or clause (i) and included in
grants made pursuant to subsection (c)(3), the
aggregate number of such grants is not less than
such aggregate number for the preceding fiscal
year, and one or more of such grants is made in
an amount that is not less than the lowest
amount among grants made from amounts avail-
able under subparagraph (4).

“CH) In the case of amounts available under
subparagraph (B) or clause (i) and included in
grants made pursuant to subsection (c)(4), the
aggregate number of such grants is not less than
such aggregate number for the preceding fiscal
year, and one or more of such grants is made in
an amount that is not less than the lowest
amount among grants made from amounts avail-
able under subparagraph (4).

“(I11) In the case of amounts available under
clause (i) and included in grants made pursuant
to subsection (c)(5) (exclusive of grants that in-
clude amounts available under subparagraph
(A) or (B)), the aggregate number of such grants
is not less than such aggregate number for the
preceding fiscal year, and one or more of such
grants is made in an amount that is not less
than the lowest amount among grants made
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from amounts available under subparagraph
(A). :
“(IV) The aggregate amount of grants under
subsection (a) made from amounts available
under subparagraph (B) and clause (i) (other
than grants that include amounts available
under subparagraph (A)) is, in the case of fiscal
year 1995, not less than the sum of such aggre-
gate amount for fiscal year 1994 and the total
amount by which grants are required under sub-
clauses (1) through (I11) to be increased; and is,
in the case of fiscal year 1996 and each subse-
quent fiscal year, not less than such aggregate
amount for the preceding fiscal year."'.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 73%(c)
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
293¢(c)), as amended by subsection (a), is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking “‘the des-
ignated health professions school” and inserting
““the school''; and

(2) in paragraph (4), in each of subparagraphs
(B) and (C), by striking "‘the designated health
professions school' and inserting ‘‘the school’'.

(g) TRANSITIONAL AND SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any entity re-
ceiving @ grant under section 739 of the Public
Health Service Act for fiscal year 1994, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall, dur-
ing the period specified in paragraph (2), waive
any or all of the additional requirements estab-
lished pursuant to this section for the receipt or
expenditure of such a grant, subject to the en-
tity providing assurances satisfactory to the
Secretary that the entity is making progress to-
ward meeting such requirements.

(2) RELEVANT PERIOD.—In the case of any en-
tity receiving a grant under section 739 of the
Public Health Service Act for fiscal year 1994,
the period referred to in paragraph (1) is the pe-
riod that, in first approving the grant, the Sec-
retary specified as the duration of the grant.
SEC. 305. EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE REGARDING

UNDERGRADUATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 740 of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293d) is amended
to read as follows:

“SEC. 740. ASSISTANCE REGARDING HEALTH PRO-
FESSIONS AS CAREER CHOICE.

*(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) ACADEMIC PREPARATION OF STUDENTS.—
Subject to the provisions of this section, the Sec-
retary may make grants and enter into contracts
Jor purposes of—

“(A) identifying individuals who—

‘(i) are students of elementary schools, or stu-
dents or graduates of secondary schools or of in-
stitutions of higher education;

‘“(ii) are from disadvantaged backgrounds;
and

“(iti) are interested in a career in the health
professions; and

“(B) providing to such individuals academic
assistance, counseling, and other services to pre-
pare the students to meet the academic require-
ments for entry into health professions schools.

*“(2) RECIPIENTS OF GRANTS AND CONTRACTS.—
The Secretary may make an award of a grant or
contract under paragraph (1) only if the appli-
cant for the award is a nonprofit private com-
munity-based organization or other public or
nonprofit private entity. Such other entities in-
clude schools of medicine, osteopathic medicine,
public health, dentistry, veterinary medicine,
optometry, pharmacy, allied health, chiroprac-
tic, and podiatric medicine, and include grad-
uate programs in mental health practice.

“‘(3) CERTAIN USES OF AWARDS.—The purposes
for which the Secretary may authorize an
award under paragraph (1) to be erpended in-
clude the following:

‘“CA) Assisting elementary and secondary
schools and institutions of higher education in
developing or improving programs to prepare
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students to meet the academic requirements for
entry into health professions schools.

‘“(B) Establishing arrangements with non-
profit private community-based providers of pri-
mary health services under which students are
provided with opportunities to visit or work at
facilities of such providers and gain erperience
regarding a career in a field of primary health
care.

“(C) Developing or improving programs to en-
hance the academic preparation of advanced,
prehealth professions students or
postbaccalaureate individuals to successfully
enter a health professions school.

‘(D) In the case of an award under para-
graph (1) that the Secretary has authorized to
be expended for the purpose described in sub-
paragraph (B) or (C), paying such stipends as
the Secretary may approve for individuals from
disadvantaged backgrounds for any period of
education in student-enhancement programs
(other than regular courses), except that such a
stipend may not be provided to an individual for
more than 12 months, and such a stipend shall
be in an amount of $25 per day (notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law regarding the
amount of stipends).

‘'(b) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR AWARDS.—

‘(1) ASSURANCES REGARDING FINANCIAL CAPAC-
ITY.—The Secretary may make an award of a
grant or contract under subsection (a) only if
the applicant provides assurances satisfactory
to the Secretary that, with respect to the activi-
ties for which the award is to be made, the ap-
plicant has or will have the financial capacity
to continue the activities after the eligibility of
the applicant for such awards for such activities
is terminated pursuant to subsection (d).

“(2) COLLABORATION AMONG VARIOUS ENTI-
TIES.—The Secretary may make an award of a
grant or contract under subsection (a) only if
the applicant for the award has entered into an
agreement with any schools, institutions, com-
munity-based organizations, or other entities
with which the applicant will collaborate in car-
rying out activities under the award, and the
agreement specifies whether and to what ertent
the award will be allocated among the applicant
and the entities.

*'(3) MATCHING FUNDS.—

“(A) With respect to the costs of the activities
to be carried out under subsection (a) by an ap-
plicant, the Secretary may make an award of a
grant or contract under such subsection only if
the applicant agrees to make available (directly
or through donations from public or private en-
tities), in cash, non-Federal contributions to-
ward such costs in an amount that—

“'(i) for any second fiscal year for which the
applicant receives such a grant, is not less than
20 percent of such costs;

(i) for any third such fiscal year, is not less
than 20 percent of such costs;

‘(iii) for any fourth such fiscal year, is not
less than 40 percent of such costs;

“(iv) for any fifth such fiscal year, is not less
than 60 percent of such costs; and

“(v) for any sirth or subsequent such fiscal
year, is not less than 80 percent of such costs.

''(B) Amounts provided by the Federal Gov-
ernment may not be included in determining the
amount of non-Federal contributions required in
subparagraph (A).

*(C) The Secretary may not require non-Fed-
eral contributions for the first fiscal year for
which an applicant receives a grant under sub-
section (a).

‘‘(c) PREFERENCE IN MAKING AWARDS.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), in
making awards of grants and contracts under
subsection (a), the Secretary shall give pref-
erence to any applicant that has made an ar-
rangement with 1 or more elementary schools,
an arrangement with 1 or more secondary
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schools, an arrangement with 1 or more institu-
tions of higher education, an arrangement with
1 or more health professions schools, and an ar-
rangement with 1 or more community-based or-
ganizations, the purpose of which arrangements
is to establish a program as follows:

‘“(A) With respect to the elementary schools
involved, the program carries out the purposes
described in subsection (a)(1).

‘“(B) After a student identified pursuant to
paragraph (1) enters the secondary school in-
volved, the program continues to carry out such
purposes with respect to the student.

“{C) After graduating from the secondary
school, the student enters the institution of
higher education involved, subject to meeting
reasonable academic requirements, and the pro-
gram continues to carry out such purposes with
respect to the student.

‘“4D) After graduating from the institution of
higher education, the student enters the health
professions school involved, subject to meeting
reasonable academic requirements.

“‘(2) REQUIREMENT REGARDING SCHOOLS AND
INSTITUTIONS.—For purposes of paragraph (1),
an applicant may not receive preference unless
the schools or institutions with which arrange-
ments have been made are schools or institu-
tions whose enrollment of students includes a
significant number of individuals from dis-
advantaged backgrounds.

““(d) LIMITATION ON YEARS OF FUNDING FOR
PARTICULAR ACTIVITIES.—With respect to a par-
ticular activity carried out under paragraph (1)
or (3) of subsection (a) by an entity, the Sec-
retary may not, for the activity involved, pro-
vide more than 6 years of financial assistance
under such subsection to the entity.

“‘(e) FUNDING.—

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section and
section 736, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $32,000,000 for fiscal year 1995,
$36,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and 338,000,000
Jor fiscal year 1997.

“(2) ALLOCATIONS.—Of the amounts appro-
priated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year,
the Secretary shall obligate not less than 20 per-
cent for carrying out subsection (a)(3)(B) and
not less than 20 percent for providing scholar-
ships under section 736."".

(b) TRANSITIONAL AND SAVINGS PROVISION.—
In the case of an entity that received an award
of a grant or contract for fiscal year 1994 under
section 740 of the Public Health Service Act, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services may
continue in effect the award in accordance with
the terms of the award, subject to the duration
of the award not erceeding the period deter-
mined by the Secretary in first approving the
award. The preceding sentence applies notwith-
standing the amendment made by subsection (a)
of this section.

SEC. 306. STUDENT LOANS REGARDING SCHOOLS
OF NURSING.

Section 836(b) of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 297b(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking the period at
the end and inserting a semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (4), by striking “and"" at
the end; and

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end the following: **, and (C) such additional
periods under the terms of paragraph (8) of this
subsection’;

(3) in paragraph (7), by striking the period at
the end and inserting *'; and’'; and

(4) by adding at the end the following para-
graph:

*(8) pursuant to uniform criteria established
by the Secretary, the repayment period estab-
lished under paragraph (2) for any student bor-
rower who during the repayment period failed
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to make consecutive payments and who, during

the last 12 months of the repayment period, has

made at least 12 consecutive payments may be

ertended for a period not to exceed 10 years.".

SEC. 307. FEDERALLY-SUPPORTED STUDENT
LOAN FUNDS.

(@) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS RE-
GARDING CERTAIN MEDICAL SCHOOLS. —

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart II of part A of title
VII of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
292q et seq.) is amended—

(A) by transferring subsection (f) of section
735 from the current placement of the sub-
section;

(B) by adding the subsection at the end of sec-
tion 723;

(C) by redesignating the subsection as sub-
section (e); and

(D) in subsection (e)(1) of section 723 (as so re-
designated), by striking “1996" and inserting
“I997"

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 723 of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 292s),
as amended by paragraph (1) of this subsection,
is amended in subsection (e)(2N(A)—

(A) by striking “‘section 723(b)(2)'" and insert-
ing “‘subsection (b)(2)"'; and

(B) by striking '‘such section’ and inserting
“such subsection".

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS RE-
GARDING INDIVIDUALS FROM DISADVANTAGED
BACKGROUNDS.—Section 724(f)(1) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 292t(f)(1)) is
amended to read as follows:

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to making
Federal capital contributions to student loan
Junds for purposes of subsection (a), other than
the student loan fund of any school of medicine
or osteopathic medicine, there is authorized to
be appropriated $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1995 through 1997.",

TITLE IV—RESEARCH
SEC. 401. OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON MINORITY
HEALTH.

Section 404 of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S8.C. 283(b)) is amended by adding at the
end the following subsections:

““fc) PLAN.—Subject to applicable law, the Di-
rector of the Office, in consultation with the ad-
visory committee established under subsection
(d), shall develop and implement a plan for car-
rying out the duties established in subsection
(b). The Director shall review the plan not less
than annually, and revise the plan as appro-
priate.

*'(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—

(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the Direc-
tor of the Office shall establish an advisory com-
mittee to be known as the Advisory Commitlee
on Research on Minority Health (in this sub-
section referred to as the ‘Committee’).

“(2)(A) The Committee shall be composed of
nonvoting, ex officio members designated in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B) and voting
members appointed in accordance with subpara-
graph (C).

‘““B) The Secretary shall designate as er
officio members of the Committee the Directors
of each of the national research institutes and
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Minority
Health (except that any of such officials may
designate another officer or employee of the of-
fice or agency involved to serve as a member of
the Committee in lieu of the official).

“(C) The Director of the Office shall appoint
as voting members of the Committee not fewer
than 12 and not more than 18 individuals who
are not officers or employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment. The appointments shall be made from
among scientists and health professionals whose
clinical practice, research specialization, or pro-
fessional expertise includes significant exrpertise
in research on minority health. The appointed
membership of the Advisory Committee shall be
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broadly representative of the various minority
groups.

‘(3) The Director of the Office shall serve as
the chair of the Committee.

“'(4) The Committee shall—

“'(A) advise the Director of the Office on ap-
propriate research activities to be undertaken by
the national research institutes with respect
to—

(i) research on minority health;

“(ii) research on racial and ethnic differences
in clinical drug trials, including responses to
pharmacological drugs;

“\(iii) research on racial and ethnic differences
in disease etiology, course, and treatment, and

“(iv) research on minorily health conditions
which require a multidisciplinary approach;

“(B) report to the Director of the Office on
such research;

‘“C) provide recommendations to such Direc-
tor regarding activities of the Office (including
recommendations on priorities in carrying out
research described in subparagraph (A)); and

‘(D) assist in monitoring compliance with sec-
tion 492B regarding the inclusion of minorities
in clinical research.

(5 A) The Advisory Committee shall prepare
biennial reports describing the activities of the
Committee, including findings made by the Com-
mittee regarding—

*'(i) compliance with section 492B;

*“(ii) the extent of erpenditures made for re-
search on minority health by the agencies of the
National Institutes of Health; and

“'(iii) the level of funding needed for such re-
search.

*“(B) Each report under subparagraph (4)
shall be submitted to the Director of NIH for in-
clusion in the report required in section 403 for
the period involved.

‘‘(e) REPRESENTATION OF MINORITIES AMONG
RESEARCHERS.—The Secretary, acting through
the Assistant Secretary for Personnel and in col-
laboration with the Director of the Office, shall
determine the ertent to which the various mi-
nority groups are represented among adminis-
trators, senior physicians, and scientists of the
national research institutes and among physi-
cians and scientists conducting research with
funds provided by such institutes, and as appro-
priate, carry out activities to increase the ertent
of such representation.

“(f) REQUIREMENT REGARDING GRANTS AND
CONTRACTS.—Any award of a grant, cooperative
agreement, or contract that the Director of the
Office is authorized to make shall be made only
on a competitive basis.

“(g) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

“(1) The term ‘minority health conditions’,
with respect to individuals who are members of
minority groups, means all diseases, disorders,
and conditions (including with respect to mental
health)—

“(A) unique to, more serious, or more preva-
lent in such individuals;

“(B) for which the factors of medical risk or
types of medical intervention are different for
such individuals, or for which it is unknown
whether such factors or types are different for
such individuals; or

“(C) with respect to which there has been in-
sufficient clinical research involving such indi-
viduals as subjects or insufficient clinical data
on such individuals.

“¢2) The term ‘research on minority health’
means research on minority health conditions,
including research on preventing such condi-
tions.

“(3) The term ‘minority groups' has the mean-
ing given such term in section 1707(h)."".

SEC. 402. ACTIVITIES OF AGENCY FOR HEALTH
CARE POLICY AND RESEARCH.

Title IX of the Public Health Service Act (42

U.S.C. 299 et seq.) is amended—
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(1) in section 902, by amending subsection (b)
to read as follows:

“'(b) REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO CER-
TAIN POPULATIONS.—In carrying out subsection
fa), the Administrator shall undertake and sup-
port research, demonstration projects, and eval-
uations with respect to the health status of, and
the delivery of health care to—

‘(1) the populations of medically underserved
urban or rural areas (including frontier areas);
and

“(2) low-income groups, minority groups, and
the elderly.”’; and

(2) in section 926(a), by adding at the end the
following sentence: *“'Of the amounts appro-
priated under the preceding sentence for a fiscal
year, the Administrator shall reserve not less
than & percent for carrying oul section
902(b)(2)."".

SEC. 403. DATA COLLECTION BY NATIONAL CEN-
TER FOR HEALTH STATISTICS.

Section 306(n) of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.8.C. 242k(n)), as redesignated by section
501(a)(5)(B) of Public Law 103-183 (107 Stat.
2237), is amended to read as follows:

“(n)(1) For health statistical and epidemiolog-
ical activities undertaken or supported under
this section, there are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary for each
of the fiscal years 1995 through 1998.

“(2) Of the amounts appropriated under para-
graph (1) for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
obligate not less than an aggregate $5,000,000 for
carrying out subsections (h), (1), and (m) with
respect to particular racial and ethnic popu-
lation groups.”".

TITLE V—NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEALTH
CARE

SEC. 501. CLARIFICATION OF 1992 AMENDMENTS.

(a) CLARIFICATION OF DATE OF PASSAGE.—Sec-
tion 9168 of the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act, 1993 (106 Stat. 1948) is amended by
striking ‘‘September 12, 1992," and inserting
“August 7, 1992,"".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall take effect as of October
6, 1992.

SEC. 502, AMENDMENT OF NATIVE HAWAIIAN
HEALTH CARE IMPROVEMENT ACT
TO REFLECT 1992 AGREEMENT.

Effective on the date of enactment of this Act,
the Native Hawaiian Health Care Improvement
Act (42 U.S5.C. 11701 et seq.) is amended to read
as follows:

“SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

“This Act may be cited as the ‘Native Hawai-
ian Health Care Improvement Act'.

“SEC. 2, FINDINGS; DECLARATION OF POLICY; IN-
TENT OF CONGRESS.

“(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

“(1) the United States retains the legal re-
sponsibility to enforce the administration of the
public trust responsibility of the State of Hawaii
for the betterment of the conditions of Native
Hawaiians under section 5(f) of Public Law 86—
3 (73 Stat. 6; commonly referred to as the 'Ha-
waii Statehood Admissions Act’);

“(2) in furtherance of the State of Hawaii's
public trust responsibility for the betterment of
the conditions of Native Hawaiians, contribu-
tions by the United States to the provision of
comprehensive health promotion and disease
prevention services to maintain and improve the
health status of Native Hawaiians are consist-
ent with the historical and unique legal rela-
tionship of the United States with the govern-
ment that represented the indigenous native
people of Hawaii; and

“(3) it is the policy of the United States to
raise the health status of Native Hawaiians to
the highest possible level and to encourage the
mazximum participation of Native Hawaiians in
order to achieve this objective.
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‘“(b) DECLARATION OF PoLicy.—The Congress
hereby declares that it is the policy of the Unit-
ed States in fulfillment of its special responsibil-
ities and legal obligations to the indigenous peo-
ple of Hawati resulting from the unigue and his-
torical relationship between the United States
and the Government of the indigenous people of
Hawaii—

*(1) to raise the health status of Native Ha-
waiians to the highest possible health level, and

*(2) to provide eristing Native Hawaiian
health care programs with all resources nec-
essary to effectuate this policy.

*(c) INTENT OF CONGRESS.—It is the intent of
the Congress that the Nation meet the following
health objectives with respect to Native Hawai-
ians by the year 2000:

(1) Reduce coronary heart disease deaths to
no more than 100 per 100,000.

''(2) Reduce stroke deaths to no more than 20
per 100,000,

'"(3) Increase control of high blood pressure to
at least 50 percent of people with high blood
pressure.

*'(4) Reduce blood cholesterol to an average of
no more than 200 mg/dl.

““(5) Slow the rise in lung cancer deaths to
achieve a rate of no more than 42 per 100,000.

‘“(6) Reduce breast cancer deaths to no more
than 20.6 per 100,000 women.

‘“(7) Increase Pap tests every I to 3 years to at
least 85 percent of women age 18 and older.

“'(8) Increase fecal occult blood testing every 1
to 2 years to at least 50 percent of people age 50
and older,

““(9) Reduce diabetes-related deaths to no
more than 34 per 100,000.

*(10) Reduce the most severe complications of
diabetes as follows:

“(A) End-stage renal disease to no more than
1.4 in 1,000.

“(B) Blindness to no more than 1.4 in 1,000,

‘4C) Lower extremity amputation to no maore
than 4.9 in 1,000.

“{D) Perinatal mortality to no more than 2
percent.

“{E) Major congenital malformations to no
more than 4 percent.

“(11) Reduce infant mortality to no more than
7 deaths per 1,000 live births.

*(12) Reduce low birth weight to no more than
5 percent of live births.

“(13) Increase first trimester prenatal care to
at least 90 percent of live births.

‘'(14) Reduce teenage pregnancies to no more
than 50 per 1,000 girls age 1T and younger.

*(15) Reduce unintended pregnancies to no
more than 30 percent of pregnancies.

“(16) Increase to at least 60 percent the pro-
portion of primary care providers who provide
age-appropriate preconception care and coun-
seling.

““(17) Increase years of healthy life to at least
65 years.

‘'(18) Eliminate financial barriers to clinical
preventive services.

‘“(19) Increase childhood immunization levels
to at least 90 percent of 2-year-olds.

“(20) Reduce the prevalence of dental caries
to no more than 35 percent of children by age 8.

*(21) Reduce untreated dental caries so that
the proportion of children with untreated caries
(in permanent or primary teeth) is no more than
20 percent among children age 6 through 8 and
no more than 15 percent among adolescents age
15.

“(22) Reduce edentulism to no more than 20
percent in people age 65 and older.

“(23) Increase moderate daily physical activ-
ity to at least 30 percent of the population.

"*"(24) Reduce sedentary lifestyles to no more
than 15 percent of the population,

“*(25) Reduce overweight to a prevalence of no
more than 20 percent of the population.
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*(26) Reduce dietary fat intake to an average
of 30 percent of calories or less.

*(27) Increase to at least 75 percent the pro-
portion of primary care providers who provide
nutrition assessment and counseling or referral
to qualified nutritionists or dieticians.

*(28) Reduce cigarette smoking prevalence to
no more than 15 percent of adults.

*(29) Reduce initiation of smoking to no more
than 15 percent by age 20.

Y(30) Reduce alcohol-related motor wvehicle
crash deaths to no more than 8.5 per 100,000 ad-
justed for age.

"(31) Reduce alcohol use by school children
age 12 to 17 to less than 13 percent.

"(32) Reduce marifuana use by youth age 18
to 25 to less than 8 percent.

*'{33) Reduce cocaine use by youth age 18 to 25
to less than 3 percent.

(34) Confine HIV infection to no more than
800 per 100,000.

*(35) Reduce gonorrhea infections to no more
than 225 per 100,000.

“(36) Reduce syphilis infections to no more
that 10 per 100,000.

“(37) Reduce significant hearing impairment
to a prevalance of no more than 82 per 1,000,

“(38) Reduce acute middle ear infections
among children age 4 and younger, as measured
by days of restricted activity or school absentee-
ism, to no more than 105 days per 100 children.

“(39) Reduce indigenous cases of vaccine-pre-
ventable diseases as follows:

“(A) Diphtheria among individuals age 25 and
younger to 0.

“(B) Tetanus among individuals age 25 and
younger to 0.

“(C) Polio (wild-type virus) to 0.

(D) Measles to 0.

“(E) Rubella to 0.

“(F) Congenital Rubella Syndrome to 0.

‘(G) Mumps to 500.

““(H) Pertussis te 1,000.

“'(40) Reduce significant visual impairment to
a prevalence of no more than 30 per 1,000.

“(d) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit to
the President, for inclusion in each report re-
quired to be transmitted to the Congress under
section 9, a report on the progress made toward
meeting each of the objectives described in sub-
section (c).

“SEC. 3. COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH CARE MASTER
PLAN FOR NATIVE HAWAITANS.

“The Secretary may make a grant to, or enter
into a contract with, Papa Ola Lokahi for the
purpose of coordinating, implementing, and up-
dating a Native Hawaiian comprehensive health
care master plan designed to promote com-
prehensive health promotion and disease pre-
vention services and to maintain and improve
the health status of Native Hawaiians. The mas-
ter plan shall be based upon an assessment of
the health care status and health care needs of
Native Hawaiians. To the extent practicable, as-
sessments made as of the date of such grant or
contract shall be used by Papa Ola Lokahi, ex-
cept that any such assessment shall be updated
as appropriate.

“SEC. 4. NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEALTH CARE SYS-
TEMS.

“(a) COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PROMOTION,
DISEASE PREVENTION, AND PRIMARY HEALTH
SERVICES.—(1)(A4) The Secretary, in consultation
with Papa Ola Lokahi, may make grants to, or
enter into contracts with, any gualified entity
for the purpose of providing comprehensive
health promotion and disease prevention serv-
ices as well as primary health services to Native
Hawaiians.

“(B) In making grants and entering into con-
tracts under this paragraph, the Secretary shall
give preference to Native Hawaiian health care
systems and Native Hawaiian organizations,
and, to the ertent feasible, health promotion
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and disease prevention services shall be per-
formed through Native Hawaiian health care
systems.

“(2) In addition to paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary may make a grant to, or enter into a con-
tract with, Papa Ola Lokahi for the purpose of
planning Native Hawaiian health care systems
to serve the health needs of Native Hawaiian
communities on the islands of O'ahu, Moloka’i,
Maui, Hawai'i, Lana'i, Kaua'i, and Ni'thau in
the State of Hawaii.

“(b) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—An entity is a quali-
fied entily for purposes of subsection (a)(1) if
the entity is a Native Hawaiian health care sys-
tem.

“(c) SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.—(1) Each re-
cipient of funds wunder subsection (a)(1) shall
provide the following services:

““(A) Outreach services to inform Native Ha-
waiians of the availability of health services.

“(B) Education in health promotion and dis-
ease prevention of the Native Hawaiian popu-
lation by (wherever possible) Native Hawaiian
health care practitioners, community outreach
workers, counselors, and cultural educators.

“(C) Services of physicians, physicians' assist-
ants, or nurse practitioners.

“(D) Immunizations.

“(E) Prevention and control of diabetes, high
blood pressure, and otitis media.

“(F) Pregnancy and infant care.

“(G) Improvement of nutrition.

*(2) In addition to the mandatory services
under paragraph (1), the following services may
be provided pursuant to subsection (a)(1):

“*(A) Identification, treatment, control, and
reduction of the incidence of preventable ill-
nesses and conditions endemic to Native Hawai-
ians.

““¢B) Collection of data related to the preven-
tion of diseases and illnesses among Native Ha-
waiians.

“(C) Services within the meaning of the terms
‘health promotion’, ‘disease prevention’, and
‘primary health services’, as such terms are de-
fined in section 10, which are not specifically re-
Jferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection.

“3) The health care services referred to in
paragraphs (1) and (2) which are provided
under grants or contracts under subsection
(a)(1) may be provided by traditional Native Ha-
watian healers.

““(d) LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF ENTITIES.—
During a fiscal year, the Secretary under this
Act may make a grant to, or hold a contract
with, not more than 5 Native Hawaiian health
care systems.

“fe) MATCHING FUNDS.—(1) The Secretary
may not make a grant or provide funds pursu-
ant to a contract under subsection (a)(1) to an
entity—

“(A) in an amount exceeding 75 percent of the
costs of providing health services under the
grant or contract; and

‘“"(B) unless the entity agrees that the entily
will make available, directly or through dona-
tions to the entity, non-Federal contributions
toward such costs in an amount equal to not
less than $1 (in cash or in kind under paragraph
(2)) for each 33 of Federal funds provided in
such grant or contract.

“(2) Non-Federal contributions required in
paragraph (1) may be in cash or in kind, fairly
evaluated, including plant, equipment, or serv-
ices. Amounts provided by the Federal Govern-
ment or services assisted or subsidized to any
significant extent by the Federal Government
may not be included in determining the amount
of such non-Federal contributions.

“(3) The Secretary may waive the requirement
established in paragraph (1) if—

“(A) the entity involved is a nonprofit private
entity described in subsection (b); and

“(B) the Secretary, in consultation with Papa
Ola Lokahi, determines that it is not feasible for
the entity to comply with such requirement.
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“(f) RESTRICTION ON USE OF GRANT AND CoON-
TRACT FUNDS.—The Secretary may not make a
grant to, or enter into a contract with, an entity
under subsection (a)(1) unless the entity agrees
that amounts received pursuant to such sub-
section will not, directly or through contract, be
erpended—

(1) for any purpose other than the purposes
described in subsection (c);

“(2) to provide inpatient services;

“(3) to make cash payments to intended re-
cipients of health services; or

‘'(4) to purchase or improve real property
(other than minor remodeling of existing im-
provements to real property) or to purchase
major medical equipment.

“(g) LIMITATION ON CHARGES FOR SERVICES.—
The Secretary may not make a grant, or enter
into a contract with, an entity under subsection
(a)(1) unless the entity agrees that, whether
health services are provided directly or through
contract—

“(1) health services under the grant or con-
tract will be provided without regard to ability
to pay for the health services; and

*“(2) the entity will impose a charge for the de-
livery of health services, and such charge—

**(A) will be made according to a schedule of
charges that is made available to the public,
and

"“(B) will be adjusted to reflect the income of
the individual involved.

“SEC. 5. FUNCTIONS OF, AND GRANTS TO, PAPA
OLA LOKAHI.

“fa) FUNCTIONS.—Papa Ola Lokahi shall—

‘(1) coordinate, implement, and update, as
appropriate, the comprehensive health care mas-
ter plan developed pursuant to section 3;

“(2) to the mazximum ertent possible, coordi-
nate and assist the health care programs and
services provided to Native Hawaiians;

"“(3) provide for the training of the persons de-
scribed in section 4(e)(1)(B);

“{4) develop an action plan outlining the con-
tributions that each member organization of
Papa Ola Lokahi will make in carrying out this
Act;

““(5) serve as a clearinghouse for—

*(A) the collection and maintenance of data
associated with the health status of Native Ha-
waiians;

‘“(B) the identification of and research into
diseases affecting Native Hawaiians;

“(C) the availability of Native Hawaiian
project funds, research projects, and publica-
tions; and

“{D) the timely dissemination of information
relating to Native Hawaiian health care sys-
tems;

““(6) perform the recognition and certification
Junctions specified in sections I0(6)(F) and
10(6)(G); and

“(7) provide technical support and coordina-
tion of training and technical assistance to Na-
tive Hawaiian health care systems.

“'tb) SPECIAL PrOJECT FUNDS.—Papa Ola
Lokahi may receive project funds that may be
appropriated for the purpose of research on the
health status of Nalive Hawaiians or for the
purpose of addressing the heaith care needs of
Native Hawaiians.

*(c) GRANTS.—In addition to any other grant
or contract under this Act, the Secretary may
make grants to, or enter into contracts with,
Papa Ola Lokahi for—

“(1) carrying out the functions described in
subsection (a); and

“¢2) administering any special project funds
received under the authority of subsection (b).

“(d) RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—
Papa Ola Lokahi may enter into agreements or
memoranda of understanding with relevant
agencies or organizations that are capable of
providing resources or services to Native Hawai-
ian health care systems.
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“SEC. 6. ADMINISTRATION OF GRANTS AND CON-
TRACTS.

“(a) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary
shall include in any grant made or contract en-
tered into under this Act such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary considers necessary or ap-
propriate to ensure that the objectives of such
grant or contract are achieved.

“(b) PERiopIC REVIEW.—The Secretary shall
periodically evaluate the performance of, and
compliance with, grants and contracts under
this Act.

*fc) ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.—The
Secretary may not make a grant or enter into a
contract under this Act with an entity unless
the entity—

(1) agrees to establish such procedures for
fiscal control and fund accounting as may be
necessary to ensure proper disbursement and ac-
counting with respect to the grant or contract,

“(2) agrees to ensure the confidentiality of
records maintained on individuals receiving
health services under the grant or contract;

*(3) with respect to providing health services
to any population of Native Hawaiians a sub-
stantial portion of which has a limited ability to
speak the English language—

“(A) has developed and has the ability to
carry out a reasonable plan to provide health
services under the grant or contract through in-
dividuals who are able to communicate with the
population involved in the language and cul-
tural context that is most appropriate; and

“(B) has designated al least one individual,
fluent in both English and the appropriate lan-
guage, to assist in carrying out the plan;

“(4) with respect to health services that are
covered in the plan of the State of Hawaii ap-
proved under title XIX of the Social Security

Acl—

“(A) if the entity will provide under the grant
or contract any such health services directly—

“'(i) the entity has entered into a participation
agreement under such plan; and

““(ii) the entity is qualified to receive pay-
ments under such plan; and

“(B) if the entity will provide under the grant
or contract any such health services through a
contract with an organization—

(i) the organization has entered into a par-
ticipation agreement under such plan, and

““(ii) the organization is qualified to receive
payments under such plan; and

“'(5) agrees to submit to the Secretary and to
Papa Ola Lokahi an annual report that de-
scribes the utilization and costs of health serv-
ices provided under the grant or contract (in-
cluding the average cost of health services per
user) and that provides such other information
as the Secretary determines to be appropriate.

“(d) CONTRACT EvVALUATION.—(1) If, as a Te-
sult of evaluations conducted by the Secretary,
the Secretary determines that an entity has not
complied with or satisfactorily performed a con-
tract entered into under section 4, the Secretary
shall, prior to renewing such contract, attempt
to resolve the areas of noncompliance or unsat-
isfactory performance and modify such contract
to prevent future occcurrences of such non-
compliance or unsatisfactory performance. If
the Secretary determines that such noncompli-
ance or unsatisfactory performance cannot be
resolved and prevented in the future, the Sec-
retary shall not renew such contract with such
entity and is authorized to enter into a contract
under section 4 with another entity referred to
in section 4(b) that provides services to the same
population of Native Hawaiians which is served
by the entity whose contract is not renewed by
reason of this subsection.

“'(2) In determining whether to renew a con-
tract entered into with an entity under this Act,
the Secretary shall consider the results of eval-
uation under this section.

*(3) All contracts entered into by the Sec-
retary under this Act shall be in accordance
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with all Federal contracting laws and regula-
tions except that, in the discretion of the Sec-
retary, such contracts may be negotiated with-
out advertising and may be exempted from the
provisions of the Act of August 24, 1935 (40
U.S.C. 270a et seq.).

“(4) Payments made under any contract en-
tered into under this Act may be made in ad-
vance, by means of reimbursement, or in install-
ments and shall be made on such conditions as
the Secretary deems necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

“(e) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR AD-
MINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Ercept for grants and
contracts under section 5(c), the Secretary may
not make a grant to, or enter into a contract
with, an entity under this Act unless the entity
agrees that the entity will not expend more than
10 percent of amounts received pursuant to this
Act for the purpose of administering the grant
or contract.

“(f) REPORT.—(1) For each fiscal year during
which an entity receives or expends funds pur-
suant to a grant or contract under this Act,
such entity shall submit to the Secretary and to
Papa Ola Lokahi a quarterly report on—

“(A) activities conducted by the entity under
the grant or contract;

“(B) the amounts and purposes for which
Federal funds were expended; and

‘“C) such other information as the Secretary
may request.

“(2) The reports and records of any entity
which concern any grant or contract under this
Act shall be subject to audit by the Secretary,
the Inspector General of Health and Human
Services, and the Comptroller General of the
United States.

“‘(g) ANNUAL PRIVATE AUDIT.—The Secretary
shall allow as a cost of any grant made or con-
tract entered into under this Act the cost of an
annual private audit conducted by a certified
public accountant.

“SEC. 7. ASSIGNMENT OF PERSONNEL.

‘“fa) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to enter into an agreement with any entity
under which the Secretary is authorized to as-
sign personnel of the Depariment of Health and
Human Services with erpertise identified by
such entity to such entity on detail for the pur-
poses of providing comprehensive health pro-
motion and disease prevention services to Native
Hawaiians.

“(b) APPLICABLE FEDERAL PERSONNEL PROVI-
SIONS.—Any assignment of personnel made by
the Secretary under any agreement entered into
under the authority of subsection (a) shall be
treated as an assignment of Federal personnel to
a local government that is made in accordance
with subchapter VI of chapter 33 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code.

Y“SEC. 8. NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEALTH SCHOLAR-
SHIPS.

“fa) ELIGIBILITY.—The Secretary is author-
ized to make scholarship grants to students
who—

“(1) meet the requirements of section 338A(b)
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
2541(b)); and

“'(2) are Native Hawaiians.

“'(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—(1) Scholarship
grants provided under subsection (a) shall be
provided under the same terms and subject to
the same conditions, regulations, and rules that
apply to scholarship grants provided under sec-
tion 338A of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 2541), except that—

“(A) the provision of scholarships in each
type of health care profession training shall cor-
respond to the need for each type of health care
professional to serve Native Hawaiian health
care systems, as identified by Papa Ola Lokahi;

“(B) in selecting scholarship recipients, the
Secretary shall give priority to individuals in-
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cluded on a list of eligible applicants submitted
by the Kamehameha Schools/Bishop Estate; and

‘(C) the obligated service requirement for
each scholarship recipient shall be fulfilled
through service, in order of priority, in—

‘(i) any one of the five Native Hawailian
health care systems which, during the fiscal
year in which the obligated service reguirement
is assigned, has received a grant or entered into
a contract pursuant to section 4; or

‘“(ii) health professions shortage areas, medi-
cally underserved areas, or geographic areas or
facilities similarly designated by the United
States Public Health Service in the State of Ha-
waii.,

"'(2) The Secretary shall enter into a coopera-
tive agreement with the Kamehameha Schools/
Bishop Estate under which such organization
shall provide recruitment, retention, counseling,
and other support services intended to improve
the operation of the scholarship program estab-
lished under this section.

*'(3) The Native Hawaiian Health Scholarship
program shall not be administered by or through
the Indian Health Service.

“SEC. 9. REPORT.

“The President shall, at the time the budget is
submitted under section 1105 of title 31, United
States Code, for each fiscal year transmit to the
Congress the report required pursuant to section
2(d).

“SEC. 10. DEFINITIONS.

“For purposes of this Act:

‘(1) DISEASE PREVENTION.—The term ‘disease
pr tion’ includ

“(A) immunizations,

**(B) control of high blood pressure,

‘“(C) control of serually transmittable dis-

S,

(D) prevention and control of diabetes,

“*(E) control of toric agents,

“(F) occupational safety and health,

“(@) accident prevention,

“(H) fluoridation of water,

(1) control of infectious agents, and

“(J) provision of mental health care.

‘“(2) HEALTH PROMOTION.—The term ‘health
promotion’ includes—

“(A) pregnancy and infant care, including
prevention of fetal alcohol syndrome,

‘““(B) cessation of tobacco smoking,

*(C) reduction in the misuse of alcohol and
drugs,

“(D) improvement of nutrition,

‘“(E) improvement in physical fitness,

“(F) family planning, and

“(G) control of stress.

“'(3) NATIVE HAWAIIAN.—The term ‘Native Ha-
waiian' means any individual who is—

‘““(A) a citizen of the United States; and

‘(B) a descendant of the aboriginal people,
who prior to 1778, occupied and erercised sov-
ereignty in the area that now constitutes the
State of Hawaii, as evidenced by—

(i) genealogical records;

“*(ii) Kupuna (elders) or Kama'aina (long-
term community residents) verification; or

*“(iii) birth records of the State of Hawaii.

““(4) NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEALTH CENTER.—The
term 'Native Hawaiian health center' means an
entity—

‘"(A) which is organized under the laws of the
State of Hawaii,

*“(B) which provides or arranges for health
care services through practitioners licensed by
the State of Hawaii, where licensure reguire-
ments are applicable,

“(C) which is a public or nonprofit private en-
tity, and

‘(D) in which Native Hawaiian health practi-
tioners significantly participate in the planning,
management, monitoring, and evaluation of
health services.

‘(5) NATIVE HAWAIIAN ORGANIZATION.—The
term ‘Native Hawaiian organization’ means any
organization—
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“(A) which serves the interests of Native Ha-
waitans,

“(B) which is—

‘(i) recognized by Papa Ola Lokahi for the
purpose of planning, conducting, or administer-
ing programs (or portions of programs) author-
ized under this Act for the benefit of Native Ha-
watians, and

“‘(it) certified by Papa Ola Lokahi as having
the qualifications and capacily to provide the
services, and meet the regquirements, under the
contract the organization enters into with, or
grant the organization receives from, the Sec-
retary under this Act,

*(C) in which Native Hawaiian health practi-
tioners significantly participate in the planning,
manag nt, monitoring, and evaluation of
health services, and

“(D) which is a public or nonprofit private
entity.

'(6) NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEALTH CARE SYSTEM.—
The term 'Native Hawaiian health care system’
means an entity—

“(A) which is organized under the laws of the
State of Hawaii;

*“(B) which provides or arranges for health
care services through practitioners licensed by
the State of Hawaii, where licensure require-
ments are applicable;

*“(C) which is a public or nonprofit private en-

tity;
“{D)in which Native Hawaiian health practi-
tioners significantly participate in the planning,
management, monitoring, and evaluation of
health care services;

‘“C(E) which may be composed of as many Na-
tive Hawaiian health centers as necessary to
meet the health care needs of Native Hawaiians
residing on the island or islands served by such
entity;

“(F) which is recognized by Papa Ola Lokahi
for the purpose of providing comprehensive
health promotion and disease prevention serv-
ices as well as primary health services to Native
Hawatians under this Act; and

“(G) which is certified by Papa Ola Lokahi as
having the qualifications and the capacity to
provide the services and meet the requirements
of a coniract entered into, or a grant received,
under section 4.

‘A7) PAPA OLA LOKAH!I.—(A) Subject to sub-
paragraph (B), the term ‘Papa Ola Lokahi’
means an organization composed of—

(i) E Ola Mau;

“(ii) the Office of Hawaiian Affairs of the
State of Hawail;

““(iti) Alu Like Inc.;

“(iv) the University of Hawaii;

“(v) the Office of Hawaiian Health of the Ha-
waii State Department of Health;

“(vi) Ho'ola Lahui Hawaii, or a health care
system serving the islands of Kaua'i and
Ni'thau;

“(vii) Ke Ola Mamo, or a health care system
serving the island of O’ahu;

““(viii) Na Pu'uwai or a health care system
serving the islands of Moloka’i and Lana’i;

“fiz) Hui No Ke Ola Pono, or a health care
system serving the island of Maui;

‘() Hui Malama Ola Ha'Oiwi or a health
care system serving the island of Hawaii; and

(i) such other member organizations as the
Board of Papa Ola Lokahi may admit from time
to time, based upon satisfactory demonstration
of a record of contribution to the health and
well-being of Native Hawaiians, and upon satis-
factory development of a mission statement in
relation to this Act, including clearly defined
goals and objectives, a 5-year action plan out-
lining the contributions that each organization
will make in carrying out the policy of this Act,
and an estimated budget.

“‘(B) Such term does not include any organi-
zation identified in subparagraph (A) if the Sec-
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retary determines that such organization does
not have a mission statement with clearly de-
fined goals and objectives for the contributions
the organization will make to Native Hawaiian
health care systems and an action plan for car-
rying out such goals and objectives.

“(8) PRIMARY HEALTH SERVICES.—The term
‘primary health services' means—

“(A) services of physicians, physicians' assist-
ants and nurse practitioners;

“(B) diagnostic ' laboratory and
services;

“(C) preventive health services (including
children’s eye and ear eraminations to deter-
mine the need for vision and hearing correction,
perinatal services, well child services, and fam-
ily planning services);

‘(D) emergency medical services;

“(E) transportation services as required for
adequate patient care;

"'(F) preventive dental services; and

“(G) pharmaceutical services, as may be ap-
propriate for particular health centers.

“(9) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ means
the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

*(10) TRADITIONAL NATIVE HAWAIIAN HEAL-
ER.—The term ‘traditional Native Hoawaiian
healer” means a practitioner—

“(A) who—

‘(i) is of Hawaiian ancestry, and

*(ii) has the knowledge, skills, and erperience
in direct personal health care of individuals,
and

"“(B) whose knowledge, skills, and experience
are based on a demonstrated learning of Native
Hawaiian healing practices acquired by—

““(i) direct practical association with Native
Hawaiian elders, and

*(ii) oral traditions transmitted from genera-
tion to generation.

“SEC. 11. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

“Nothing in this Act shall be construed to re-
strict the authority of the State of Hawaii to li-
cense health practitioners.

“SEC. 12, COMPLIANCE WITH BUDGET ACT.

“Any new spending authority (described in
subsection (¢)(2) (A) or (B) of section 401 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974) which is pro-
vided under this Act shall be effective for any
fiscal year only to such ertent or in such
amounts as are provided in appropriation Acts.
“SEC. 13. SEVERABILITY.

“If any provision of this Act, or the applica-
tion of any such provision to any person or cir-
cumstances is held to be invalid, the remainder
of this Act, and the application of such provi-
sion or amendment to persons or circumstances
other than those to which it is held invalid,
shall not be affected thereby.

“SEC. 14. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

“There is authorized to be appropriated for
each of the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997,
1998, 1999, and 2000 such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this Act.
“SEC. 15. PROHIBITION AGAINST EXCLUSION

FROM PARTICIPATION.

“Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, no person shall, on the basis of race, color,
or national origin, be excluded from participa-
tion in, or be denied the benefits of, or be sub-
jected to discrimination under, any program or
activity receiving Federal financial assistance
under this Act.”".

SEC. 503. REPEAL OF PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
ACT PROVISION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), as amended by sec-
tion 206 of this Act, is amended by repealing sec-
tion 338K and redesignating section 338L as sec-
tion 338K. Such repeal shall not be construed to
terminate contracts in effect under such section
on the date of the enactment of this Act. Any
such contracts shall continue according to the
terms and conditions of such contracts.

radiologic
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) takes ef-
fect on the date of the enactment of this Act.
TITLE VI—WOMEN’S HEALTH
SEC. 601. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF WOM-
EN'S HEALTH.

Title XVII of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.8.C. 300u et seq.), as amended by section 704
of Public Law 103-183 (107 Stat. 2240), is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following section:

““OFFICE OF WOMEN'S HEALTH

*“SEc. 1710. (a) IN GENERAL.—There is estab-
lished an Office of Women's Health within the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health.
There shall be in the Department of Health and
Human Services a Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Women's Health, who shall be the head of
the Office of Women's Health. The Secretary,
acting through such Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, shall carry out this section.

“(b) DUTIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may conduct
or support programs and activities regarding
women's health conditions. In carrying out the
preceding sentence, the Secretary shall—

“'(A) monitor the programs and activities of
the agencies specified in paragraph (2) in order
to determine the extent to which the purposes of
the programs and activities are being carried out
with respect to women’s health conditions (as
defined in section 486);

“(B) provide advice to the heads of such agen-
cies on improving programs and activities that
relate to such conditions; and

‘“C) coordinate such programs and activities
of the agencies.

*(2) SPECIFIED AGENCIES.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the agencies referred to in this
paragraph are the following:

‘“(4) The Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention.

‘““({B) The National Institutes of Health.

‘“(C) The Agency for Health Care Policy and
Research.

‘(D) The Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration.

“(E) The Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration.

“(F) The Food and Drug Administration.

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
85,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as
may be necessary for each of the fiscal years
1996 and 1997."".

SEC. 602. WOMEN'S SCIENTIFIC EMPLOYMENT RE-
GARDING NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH.

{a) IN GENERAL—Part A of title IV of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 281 et seq.)
is amended by adding at the end the following
section:

“WOMEN'S SCIENTIFIC EMPLOYMENT

“SEc. 404F. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of
NIH shall—

(1) establish policies for the National Insti-
tutes of Health on matters relating to the em-
ployment by such Institutes of women as sci-
entists;

“(2) monitor the ertent of compliance with
such policies, including through the implemen-
tation of an accountability system under the
Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Pro-
gram; and

“(3) establish and maintain a process for re-
sponding to incidents of noncompliance with
such policies.

‘“(b) CERTAIN POLICIES.—In establishing poli-
cies under subsection (a)(1), the Director of NIH
shall provide for the following policies regarding
the ploy t of as scientists at the
National Institutes of Health:

‘“(1) A policy on the granting of tenured sta-
tus.
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*'(2) A policy on family leave.

“(3) A policy on the recruitment of minority
women.

“(4) A policy on the inclusion of women sci-
entists in intramural and ertramural con-
Jerences, workshops, international congresses,
and similar events funded or sponsored by such
Institutes.

“"(¢c) AVAILABILITY OF POLICIES.—The Director
of NIH shall ensure that copies of policies estab-
lished under subsection (a) are available to sci-
entists of the National Institutes of Health.

‘¢d) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘Federal Equal Opportunity Re-
cruitment Program’' means the program carried
out under part 720 of title 5, Code of Federal
Regulations (5 CFR 720)."".

(b) STUDIES.—

(1) PAY EQUITY.—The Director of the National
Institutes of Health shall provide for a study to
identify any pay differences among men and
women scientists employed (both tenured and
untenured) by the National Institutes of Health.
The study shall include recommendations on
measures to adjust any ineguities, and on mak-
ing available information on salary ranges to all
scientists of such Institutes.

(2) STUDY ON TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT.—
The Comptroller General of the United States
shall conduct a study for the purpose of deter-
mining the reasons underlying the employment
termination of scientists of the National Insti-
tutes of Health. The study shall be carried out
with respect to male and female scientists, and
with respect to voluntary and involuntary ter-
minations.

(3) REPORTS.—Not later than 240 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the stud-
ies required in this subsection shall be com-
pleted, and reports describing the findings and
recommendations of the studies shall be submit-
ted to the Committee on Energy and Commerce
of the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the
Senate.

SEC. 603. INFORMATION AND EDUCATION RE-
GARDING FEMALE GENITAL MUTILA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall ensure that the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Women's Health and the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Minority Health
collaborate for the purpose of carrying out the
Jollowing activities:

(1) Compile data on the number of females liv-
ing in the United States who have been sub-
jected to female genital mutilation (whether in
the United States or in their countries of origin),
including a specification of the number of girls
under the age of 18 who have been subjected to
such mutilation.

(2) Identify communities in the United States
that practice female genital mutilation, and de-
sign and carry out outreach activities to educate
individuals in the communities on the physical
and psychological heallth effects of such prac-
tice. Such outreach activities shall be designed
and implemented in collaboration with rep-
resentatives of the ethnic groups practicing such
mutilation and with representatives of organiza-
tions with erpertise in preventing such practice.

(3) Develop recommendations for the edu-
cation of students of schools of medicine and os-
teopathic medicine regarding female genital mu-
tilation and complications arising from such
mutilation. Such recommendations shall be dis-
seminated to such schools.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘female genital mutilation' means the
removal or infibulation (or both) of the whole or
part of the clitoris, the labia minor, or the labia
major.
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SEC. 604. STUDY REGARDING CURRICULA OF
MEDICAL SCHOOLS AND WOMEN'S
HEALTH CONDITIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services, acting through the Adminis-
trator of the Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration, shall conduct a study for the pur-
pose of determining the contents of the curricu-
lum of schools of medicine and osteopathic med-
icine and whether such curriculum provides
adequate education to students on women’'s
health conditions.

(b) CONSULTATIONS.—The Secretary shall
carry out subsection (a) in consultation with the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Women's Health
and the Director of the Office of Research on
Women's Health (of the National Institutes of
Health).

(c) REPORT.—Not later than April 1, 1995, the
Secretary shall complete the study required in
subsection (a) and submit to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate, a report de-
scribing the findings made as a result of the
study and containing any recommendations of
the Secretary regarding such findings.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) The term *‘Secretary”’ means the Secretary
of Health and Human Services.

(2) The term “women's health conditions'* has
the meaning given such term in section 486 of
the Public Health Service Act.

TITLE VIITRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY
SEC. 701. PROGRAMS OF CENTERS FOR DISEASE

CONTROL AND PREVENTION.

(a) TECHNICAL CORRECTION REGARDING
AMENDATORY INSTRUCTIONS.—Section 30I(a) of
Public Law 103-183 (107 Stat. 2233) is amended
by striking ‘(42 U.S.C. 242 et seq.)'’ and insert-
ing ‘(42 U.S.C. 243 et seq.)"”’. The amendment
made by the preceding sentence is deemed to
have taken effect immediately after the enact-
ment of Public Law 103-183.

(b) PROGRAMS OF CENTERS FOR DISEASE CON-
TROL AND PREVENTION.—Part B of title III of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 243 et
seq.), as amended pursuant to subsection (a)
and as amended by section 703 of Public Law
103-183 (107 Stat. 2240), is amended by inserting
after section 317F the following section:

“"PREVENTION OF TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY

“*SEC. 317G. (a) The Secrelary, acting through
the Director of the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, may carry out projects to re-
duce the incidence of traumatic brain injury.
Such projects may be carried out by the Sec-
retary directly or through awards of grants or
contracts to public or nonprofit private entities.
The Secretary may directly or through such
awards provide technical assistance with respect
to the planning, development, and operation of
such projects.

“‘(h) CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—Activities under
subsection (a) may include—

“(1) the conduct of research into identifying
effective strategies for the prevention of trau-
matic brain injury,; and

“(2) the implementation of public information
and education programs for the prevention of
such injury and for broadening the awareness
of the public concerning the public health con-
sequences of such injury.

“‘{¢) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that activities under this
section are coordinated as appropriate with
other agencies of the Public Health Service that
carry out activities regarding traumatic brain
injury.

‘“td) DEFINITION—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘traumatic brain injury’ means an
acquired injury to the brain. Such term does not
include brain dysfunction caused by congenital
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or degenerative disorders, nor birth trauma, but

may include brain injuries caused by anoria due

to near drowning."'.

SEC. 702. PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL INSTITUTES
OF HEALTH.

Section 1261 of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 300d-61) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)—

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “and’’ after
the semicolon at the end;

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
and inserting *'; and'’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following para-
graph:

“‘(4) the authority to make awards of grants
or contracts to public or nonprofit private enti-
ties for the conduct of basic and applied re-
search regarding traumatic brain injury, which
research may include—

“(A) the development of new methods and mo-
dalities for the more effective diagnosis, meas-
urement of degree of injury, post-injury mon-
itoring and prognostic assessment of head injury
for acute, subacute and later phases of care;

‘‘(B) the development, modification and eval-
uation of therapies that retard, prevent or re-
verse brain damage after acute head injury,
that arrest further deterioration following in-
jury and that provide the restitution of function
Sfor individuals with long-term injuries;

‘(C) the development of research on a contin-
uum of care from acute care through rehabilita-
tion, designed, to the extent practicable, to inte-
grate rehabilitation and long-term outcome eval-
uation with acute care research; and

‘(D) the development of programs that in-
crease the participation of academic centers of
excellence in head injury treatment and reha-
bilitation research and training."’; and

(2) in subsection (h), by adding at the end the
following paragraph:

‘(4) The term 'traumatic brain injury' means
an acquired injury to the brain. Such term does
not include brain dysfunction caused by con-
genital or degenerative disorders, nor birth trau-
ma, but may include brain injuries caused by
anoria due to near drowning."".

SEC. 703. PROGRAMS OF HEALTH RESOURCES
AND SERVICES ADMINISTRATION.

Part E of title X1 of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.8.C. 300d-51 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following section:

“SEC. 1252. STATE GRANTS FOR DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS REGARDING TRAUMATIC
BRAIN INJURY.

*(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Administrator of the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration, may make
grants to States for the purpose of carrying out
demonstration projects to improve the availabil-
ity of health services regarding traumatic brain
injury.

*(b) STATE ADVISORY BOARD.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make a
grant under subsection (a) only if the State in-
volved agrees to establish an advisory board
within the appropriate health department of the
State or within another department as des-
ignated by the chief executive officer of the
State.

‘“(2) FUNCTIONS.—An advisory board estab-
lished under paragraph (1) shall be cognizant of
findings and concerns of Federal, State and
local agencies, citizens groups, and private in-
dustry (such as insurance, health care, auto-
mobile, and other industry entities). Such advi-
sory boards shall encourage citizen participa-
tion through the establishment of public hear-
ings and other types of community outreach
programs.

*(3) COMPOSITION.—An advisory board estab-
lished under paragraph (1) shall be composed
of—

‘'(A) representatives of—
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‘(i) the corresponding State agencies in-
volved;

““(ii) public and nonprofit private health relat-
ed organizations;

““(iii) other disability advisory or planning
groups within the State;

“(iv) members of an organization or founda-
tion representing traumatic brain injury survi-
vors in that State; and

“(v) injury control programs at the State or
local level if such programs exist; and

‘“(B) a substantial number of individuals who
are survivors of traumatic brain injury, or the
family members of such individuals.

“(c) MATCHING FUNDS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the costs to
be incurred by a State in carrying out the pur-
pose described in subsection (a), the Secretary
may make a grant under such subsection only if
the State agrees to make available, in cash, non-
Federal contributions toward such costs in an
amount that is not less than $1 for each $2 of
Federal funds provided under the grant.

*(2) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT CONTRIB-
UTED.—In determining the amount of non-Fed-
eral contributions in cash that a State has pro-
vided pursuant to paragraph (1), the Secretary
may not include any amounts provided to the
State by the Federal Government.

“(d) APPLICATION FOR GRANT.—The Secretary
may make a grant under subsection (a) only if
an application for the grant is submitted to the
Secretary and the application is in such form, is
made in such manner, and contains such agree-
ments, assurances, and information as the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary to carry out
this section.

*(e) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that activities under this
section are coordinated as appropriate with
other agencies of the Public Health Service that
carry out activities regarding traumatic brain
injury.

“(f) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the
effective date under section 901 of the Minority
Health Improvement Act of 1994, the Secretary
shall submit to the Commitiee on Energy and
Commerce of the House of Representatives, and
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources of the Senate, a report describing the
findings and results of the programs established
under this section, including measures of out-
comes and consumer and surrogate satisfaction.

“fg) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘traumatic brain injury' means an
acquired injury to the brain. Such term does not
include brain dysfunction caused by congenital
or degenerative disorders, nor birth trauma, but
may include brain injuries caused by anozria due
to near drowning.

“(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section, $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1995,
and such sums as may be necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1996 and 1997."".

SEC. 704. STUDY; CONSENSUS CONFERENCE.

(a) STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services (in this section referred to as
the *‘Secretary’), acting through the appro-
priate agencies of the Public Health Service,
shall conduct a study for the purpose of carry-
ing out the following with respect to traumatic
brain infury:

(A) In collaboration with appropriate State
and local health-related agencies—

(i) determine the incidence and prevalence of
traumatic brain injury; and

(ii) develop a uniform reporting system under
which States report incidences of traumatic
brain injury, if the Secretary determines that
such a system is appropriate.

(B) Identify common therapeutic interventions
which are used for the rehabilitation of individ-
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uals with such injuries, and shall, subject to the
availability of information, include an analysis
of— )

f(i) the effectiveness of each such intervention
in improving the functioning of individuals with
brain injuries;

(i) the comparative effectiveness of interven-
tions employed in the course of rehabilitation of
individuals with brain injuries to achieve the
same or similar clinical outcome; and

(iii) the adeguacy of eristing measures of out-
comes and knowledge of factors influencing dif-
ferential outcomes.

(C) Develop practice guidelines for the reha-
bilitation of traumatic brain injury at such time
as appropriate scientific research becomes avail-
able.

(2) DATES CERTAIN FOR REPORTS.—

(A) Not later than 18 months after the effec-
tive date under section 901, the Secretary shall
submit to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives, and to
the Committee on Labor and Human Resources
of the Senate, a report describing the findings
made as a result of carrying out paragraph

(1)(A).

)(B) Not later than 3 years after the effective
date under section 901, the Secretary shall sub-
mit to the Committees specified in subparagraph
(A) a report describing the findings made as a
result of carrying out subparagraphs (B) and
(C) of paragraph (1).

(b) CONSENSUS CONFERENCE.—The Secretary,
acting through the Director of the National
Center for Medical Rehabilitation Research
within the National Institute for Child Health
and Human Development, shall conduct a na-
tional consensus conference on managing trau-
matic brain injury and related rehabilitation
concerns.

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term “‘traumatic brain injury’’ means an ac-
quired injury to the brain. Such term does not
include brain dysfunction caused by congenital
or degenerative disorders, nor birth trauma, but
may include brain injuries caused by anoria due
to near drowning.

TITLE VIII-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 801. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO INDIAN
HEALTH CARE IMPROVEMENT ACT.

The last sentence of section 818(e)(3) of the In-
dian Health Care Improvement Act (25 U.S.C.
1680h(e)(3)) is amended—

(1) by striking *‘services,” and inserting "‘serv-
ices’’; and

(2) by striking **, shall be recoverable.” and
inserting a period.

SEC. 802. HEALTH SERVICES FOR PACIFIC IS-
LANDERS.

Section 10 of the Disadvantaged Minority
Health Improvement Act of 1990 (42 U.5.C. 254c-
1) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking paragraphs (5) and (6);

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (7) and (8) as
paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively;

(C) in paragraph (2)—

(i) by inserting “‘substance abuse"
“availability of health”; and

(ii) by striking *', including improved health
data systems’’; and

(D) in paragraph (3)—

(i) by striking “manpower” and inserting
“care providers''; and

(ti) by striking "by—"" and all that follows
through the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(2) in subsection (f)—

(A) by striking ''There is"" and inserting
“There are'’; and
- (B) by striking ''$10,000,000" and all that fol-
lows through 1993 and inserting ''$3,000,000
for each of the fiscal years 1995 through 1997,
SEC. 803. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS REGARDING

PUBLIC LAW 103-183.

fa) AMENDATORY INSTRUCTIONS.—Public Law

103-183 is amended—

after
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(1) in section 601—

(A) in subsection (b), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), by striking “Section 1201 of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300d)" and
inserting ‘‘Title XII of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 300d et seq.)’’; and

(B) in subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘in section
1204(c)"" and inserting “‘in section 1203(c) (as re-
designated by subsection (b)(2) of this section)™’;

(2) in section 602, by striking ‘‘for the pur-
pose”’ and inserting *'For the purpose"’; and

(3) in section 705(b), by striking “'317D((1)(1)"
and inserting *'317D(1)(1)"".

(b) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.—The Public
Health Service Act, as amended by Public Law
103-183 and by subsection (a) of this section, is
amended—

{1) in section 3ITE(g)(2), by striking "“‘making
grants under subsection (b)"" and inserting '‘car-
rying out subsection (b)'";

(2) in section 318, in subsection (e) as in effect
on the day before the date of the enactment of
Public Law 103-183, by redesignating the sub-
section as subsection (f);

(3) in subpart 6 of part C of title IV—

(A) by transferring the first section 447 (added
by section 302 of Public Law 103-183) from the
current placement of the section;

(B) by redesignating the section as section
447A; and

(C) by inserting the section after section 447;

(4) in section 1213(a)(8), by striking “‘provides
Jor for' and inserting ‘‘provides for'';

(5) in section 1501, by redesignating the sec-
ond subsection (c) (added by section 101(f) of
Public Law 103-183) as subsection (d); and

(6) in section 1505(3), by striking “nonprofit’'.

(c) MISCELLANEOUS CORRECTION.—Section
401(c)(3) of Public Law 103-183 is amended in
the matter preceding subparagraph (A) by strik-
ing **(d)(5)" and inserting “*(e)(5)"".

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section is deemed
to have taken effect immediately after the enact-
ment of Public Law 103-183.

SEC. 804. CERTAIN AUTHORITIES OF CENTERS
FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND PRE-
VENTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part B of title 11l of the
Public Health Service Act, as amended by sec-
tion 701 of this Act, is amended by inserting
after section 317G the following section:

“MISCELLANEOUS AUTHORITIES REGARDING
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND PREVENTION

“SEc. 3ITH. (a) TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC
PEER REVIEW GROUPS.—The Secretary, acting
through the Director of the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, may, without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive serv-
ice, and without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of
such title relating to classification and General
Schedule pay rates, establish such technical and
scientific peer review groups and scientific pro-
gram advisory committees as are needed to carry
out the functions of such Centers and appoint
and pay the members of such groups, ercept
that officers and employees of the United States
shall not receive additional compensation for
service as members of such groups. The Federal
Advisory Committee Act shall not apply to the
duration of such peer review groups. Not more
than one-fourth of the members of any such
group shall be officers or employees of the Unit-
ed States.

*'(b) FELLOWSHIP AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.—
The Secretary, acting through the Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
shall establish fellowship and training programs
to be conducted by such Centers to train indi-
viduals to develop skills in epidemiology, sur-
veillance, laboratory analysis, and other disease
detection and prevention methods. Such pro-
grams shall be designed to enable health profes-
sionals and health personnel trained under such
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programs to work, after receiving such training,
in local, State, national, and international ef-
forts toward the prevention and control of dis-
eases, injuries, and disabilities. Such fellowships
and training may be administered through the
use of either appointment or nonappointment
procedures."’,

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes effect
July 1, 1994.

SEC. 805. ESTABLISHMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
ANALYTICAL LABORATORY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services, acting as appropriate through
the Director of the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention or through other agencies, may
make a grant for the establishment and oper-
ation of a laboratory to protect the public
health through analyzing human, wildlife, air,
water, and soil samples. The laboratory shall be
established within the United States at the
central point of the international border be-
tween the United States and Mezico (as deter-
mined by such Secretary), and the laboratory
shall serve the border region.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For
the purpose of carrying oul subsection (a), there
are authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary for fiscal year 1995 and each
subsequent fiscal year.

SEC. B806. ADMINISTRATION
QUIREMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2004 of Public Law
10343 (107 Stat. 209) is amended by striking sub-
section (a).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 2004
of Public Law 103-43, as amended by subsection
(a) of this section, is amended—

(1) by striking *‘(b) SENSE™ and all that fol-
lows through “In the case' and inserting the
Jollowing:

‘“(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PUR-
CHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND
PropucTs.—In the case'’;

(2) by striking ‘‘(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF
ASSISTANCE'' and inserting the following:

*(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE'’;
and

(3) in subsection (b), as redesignated by para-
graph (2) of this subsection, by striking “para-
graph (1)" and inserting “‘subsection (a)"".

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section is deemed
to have taken effect immediately after the enact-
ment of Public Law 10343.

SEC. 807. REVISIONS TO ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR ENTITIES SUBJECT TO
DRUG PRICING LIMITATIONS.

{a) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN OUTPATIENT CLIN-
1CS AS COVERED ENTITIES.—Section 340B(a)(4) of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
256b(a)(4)) is amended by adding at the end the
Jollowing subparagraph:

“(M) A diagnostic and (treatment center
ouned and operated by the New York City
Health and Hospitals Corporation.”'.

(b) LIMITATION ON EXCLUSION BASED ON PAR-
TICIPATION IN GROUP PURCHASING ORGANIZA-
TION.—Section 340Bfa)(4)(L) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 256b(a)(4)(L)) is
amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking “‘under this title"
and inserting “under title XIX of such Act'’;
and

(2) in clause (iii), by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end the following: **, other than the
Health Services Purchasing Group under the
control of Los Angeles County"'.

(c) CLARIFICATION OF EFFECTIVE DATE OF EX-
CLUSION BASED ON PARTICIPATION IN GROUP
PURCHASING ORGANIZATION.—The Secretary of
Health and Human Services may not find that
the hospital system for the Dallas County Hos-
pital District of Teras (commonly known as
Parkland Memorial Hospital) fails to meet the
requirements for a covered entity under para-
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graph (4)(L) of section 340B(a) of the Public
Health Service Act solely because the hospital
used a group purchasing organization or other
group purchasing arrangement to obtain a cov-
ered outpatient drug before the effective date of
the entity guidelines published by the Secretary
pursuant to section 602 of the Veterans Health
Care Act of 1992 if, at the time the hospital pur-
chased the drug, the manufacturer of the drug
did not offer to furnish the drug to the hospital
at the price required to be paid for the drug
under paragraph (1) of such section.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—Subsections (a) and
(b) take effect as if included in the enactment of
the Veterans Health Care Act of 1992. Sub-
section (c¢) takes effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

TITLE IX—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 901. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Ezxcept as otherwise provided in this Act, this
Act takes effect October 1, 1994, or upon the
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever oc-
curs later.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
amend the Public Health Service Act to re-
vise and extend programs relating to the
health of individuals who are members of mi-
nority groups, and for other purposes.”.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the House
amendment, agree to the request for a
conference, and that Chair be author-
ized to appoint conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the several motions are
agreed to.

The Presiding Officer appointed Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. SIMON,
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, and Mr. HATCH con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

AMENDING TITLE 11, D.C. CODE,
TO CLARIFY THAT BLIND INDI-
VIDUALS ARE ELIGIBLE TO
SERVE AS JURORS IN THE SUPE-
RIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

AMENDING THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA SPOUSE EQUITY ACT OF
1988

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed, en bloc, to the immediate con-
sideration of H.R. 4205 and H.R. 3676,
just received from the House; that the
bills be deemed read three times,
passed, and the motion to reconsider
laid upon the table en bloc; and that
the consideration of these items appear
individually in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 4205) to amend title 11, D.C.
Code, to clarify that blind individuals
are eligible to serve as jurors in the Su-
perior Court of the District of Colum-
bia.

So the bill (H.R. 4205) was deemed
read three times and passed.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 3676) to amend the District of
Columbia Spouse Equity Act of 1988 to
provide for coverage of the former
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spouses of judges of the District of Co-
lumbia courts.

So the bill (H.R. 3676) was deemed
read three times and passed.

COMMENDING THE RAZORBACKS
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARKAN-

SAS FOR WINNING THE 1994
NCAA MEN'S BASKETBALL
CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 222, a reso-
lution to congratulate the Arkansas
Razorbacks for having won the 1994
NCAA men’s basketball championship,
introduced earlier today by Senators
BUMPERS and PRYOR; that the resolu-
tion and preamble be agreed to and the
motion to reconsider laid upon the
table; and that any statements appear
in the RECORD as if read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the resolution (S. Res. 222) was
deemed agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res. 222), with its
preamble, reads as follows:

SENATE RESOLUTION 222

Whereas the men’s basketball team of the
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville had
an outstanding and successful season;

Whereas Arkansas Razorback Head Coach
Nolan Richardson was the recipient of the
1994 Naismith Coach of the Year Award;

Whereas Arkansas Razorback Forward
Corliss Williamson was named 1994 NCAA
Final Four's Most Valuable Player;

Whereas the University of Arkansas and
the Arkansas Razorbacks christened the
newly erected Bud Walton Arena with their
best season to date;

Whereas the Arkansas Razorbacks handed
the Duke Blue Devils a 76-72 defeat, winning
the 1994 NCAA men's basketball champion-
ship: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends the
Razorbacks of the University of Arkansas at
Fayetteville for having won the 1994 Na-
tional Collegiate Athletic Association Men's
Basketball Championship.

R —

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
RECEIVED DURING RECESS

Under the authority of the order of
January 5, 1993, the Secretary of the
Senate, on June 10, 1994, during the re-
cess of the Senate, received the follow-
ing message from the President, trans-
mitting a nomination; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

(The nomination received on Friday,
June 10, 1994, is printed in today’s
RECORD at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

REPORT OF THE ADDITIONAL
SANCTIONS REGARDING THE NA-
TIONAL EMERGENCY WITH RE-
GARD TO HAITI-MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT RECEIVED DUR-
ING RECESS—PM 124

Under the authority of the order of
January 5, 1993, the Secretary of the
Senate, on June 10, 1994, during the re-
cess of the Senate, received the follow-
ing message from the President of the
United States, together with accom-
panying papers; which was referred to
the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

On October 4, 1991, pursuant to the
International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (“IEEPA™) (50 U.S.C. 1701 et
seq.) and section 301 of the National
Emergencies (“NEA'") (50 U.S.C. 1601 et
seq.), President Bush exercised his stat-
utory authority to issue Executive
Order No. 12775 of October 4, 1991, de-
claring a national emergency and
blocking Haitian government property.

On October 28, 1991, pursuant to the
above authorities, President Bush exer-
cised his statutory authority to issue
Executive Order No. 12779 of October 28,
1991, blocking property of and prohibit-
ing transactions with Haiti.

On June 30, 1993, pursuant to the
above authorities, as well as the United
Nations Participation Act of 1945, as
amended (““UNPA'") (22 U.S.C. 287c), I
exercised my statutory authority to
issue Executive Order No. 12853 of June
30, 1993, to impose additional economic
measures with respect to Haiti. This
latter action was taken, in part, to en-
sure that the economic measures taken
by the United States with respect to
Haiti would fulfill its obligations under
United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 841 of June 16, 1993.

On October 18, 1993, pursuant to the
IEEPA and the NEA, I again exercised
my statutory authority to issue Execu-
tive Order No. 12872 of October 18, 1993,
blocking property of various persons
with respect to Haiti.

On May 6, 1994, the United Nations
Security Council adopted Resolution
917, calling on Member States to take
additional measures to tighten the em-
bargo against Haiti. On May 7, 1994,
pursuant to the above authorities, I ex-
ercised my statutory authority to issue
Executive Order No. 12914 of May 7,
1994, to impose additional economic
measures with respect to Haiti. On
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May 21, 1994, pursuant to the above au-
thorities, I exercised my statutory au-
thority to issue Executive Order No.
12917 of May 21, 1994, to impose eco-
nomic measures required by Resolution
917. These latter actions were taken, in
part, to ensure that the economic
measures taken by the United States
with respect to Haiti would fulfill its
obligations under the provisions of
United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 917.

On June 10, 1994, pursuant to the
above authorities, I exercised my stat-
utory authority to issue Executive
Order No. 12920 of June 10, 1994, prohib-
iting additional transactions with
Haiti.

This new Executive order:

—prohibits payment or transfer of
funds or other assets to Haiti from
or through the United States or to
or through the United States from
Haiti, with exceptions for activities
of the United States Government,
the United Nations, the Organiza-
tion of American States, or foreign
diplomatic missions, certain pay-
ments related to humanitarian as-
sistance in Haiti, limited family re-
mittances, funds for travel-related
expenses, and payments incidental
to exempt shipments of food, medi-
cine, medical supplies, and infor-
mational materials;

—prohibits the sale, supply, or expor-
tation by United States persons or
from the United States, or using
U.S.-registered vessels or aircraft,
of any goods, technology, or serv-
ices to Haiti or in connection with
Haitian businesses, or activities by
United States persons or in the
United States that promote such
sale, supply, or exportation, except
for the sale, supply, or exportation
of informational materials, certain
foodstuffs, and medicines and medi-
cal supplies;

—prohibits any transaction that
evades or avoids or has the purpose
of evading or avoiding, or attempts
to violate, any of the prohibitions
of this order; and

—authorizes the Secretary of the
Treasury, in consultation with the
Secretary of State, to issue regula-
tions implementing the provisions
of the Executive order.

The new Executive order is necessary
to tighten the embargo against Haiti
with the goal of the restoration of de-
mocracy in that nation and the prompt
return of the legitimately elected
President, Jean-Bertrand Aristide,
under the framework of the Governors
Island Agreement.

I am providing this notice to the
Congress pursuant to section 204(b) of
the IEEPA (50 U.S.C. 1703(b)) and sec-
tion 301 of the NEA (50 U.S.C. 1631). I
am enclosing a copy of the Executive
order that I have issued.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 10, 1994.
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE FED-
ERAL PREVAILING RATE ADVI-
SORY COMMITTEE—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 125

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 5347(e) of
title 5 of the United States Code, I
transmit herewith the 1993 annual re-
port of the Federal Prevailing Rate Ad-
visory Committee.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 14, 1994.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 3:57, p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, with an amendment; in
which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate.

5. 1904. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the organization and
procedures of the Board of Veterans' Ap-
peals.

The message also announced that the
House has passed the following bills, in
which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 1015. An act to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act to assure the completeness
and accuracy of consumer information main-
tained by credit reporting agencies, to better
inform consumers of their rights under the
Act, and to improve enforcement, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 3013. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Women's Bureau
in the Department of Veterans Affairs.

H.R. 4246. An act to authorize expenditures
for fiscal year 1995 for the operation and
maintenance of the Panama Canal, and for
other purposes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3013. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Women's Bureau
in the Department of Veterans Affairs; to
the Committee on Veterans® Affairs.

H.R. 4246. An act to authorize expenditures
for fiscal year 1995 for the operation and
maintenance of the Panama Canal, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

———

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bill was read the first
and second time, and placed on the Cal-
endar:

H.R. 1015. An act to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act to assure the completeness
and accuracy of consumer information main-
tained by credit reporting agencies, to better
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inform consumers of their rights under the
Act, and to improve enforcement, and for
other purposes.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2798. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the annual report under the Freedom
of Information Act for calendar year 1993; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-2799. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report under the Freedom of
Information Act for calendar year 1993; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-2800. A communication from the Attor-
ney General, transmitting notice of a resolu-
tion concerning the conduct of eriminal in-
vestigations overseas; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EC-2801. A communication from the Direc-
tor (National Legislative Commission), of
the American Legion, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of financial state-
ments for calendar year 1993; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

EC-2802. A communication from the Acting
Administrator of the Panama Canal Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
annual report under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act for calendar year 1993; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

EC-2803. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to provide adminis-
trative procedures for the nonjudicial fore-
closure of mortgages on properties to satisfy
debts owed to the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

EC-2804. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation relative to Bureau of
Prisons community service projects; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on
Armed Services, without amendment:

S. 2182. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1995 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for
military construction, and for defense activi-
ties of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fiscal
year for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 103-282).

By Mr. REID, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, with amendments:

H.R. 4454. A bill making appropriations for
the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 103-283).

By Mr. BUMPERS, from the Committee on
Small Business, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute and an amendment to
the title:

S. 1830. A bill to authorize funding for the
small business defense conversion program
of the Small Business Administration, and
for other purposes.
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committee were submitted:

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on the
Judiciary:

Robert M. Parker of Texas, to be U.S. Cir-
cuit Judge for the Fifth Circuit;

Diana Gribbon Motz, of Maryland, to be
U.S. Circuit Judge for the Fourth Circuit;

Denise Page Hood, of Michigan, to be Dis-
trict Judge for the Eastern District of Michi-
gan,

Richard A. Paez, of California, to be Dis-
trict Judge for the Central District of Cali-
fornia,;

Paul L. Friedman, of the District of Co-
lumbia to be District Judge for the District
of Columbia,;

Gladys Kessler, of the District of Columbia
to be District Judge for the District of Co-
lumbia;

Emmet G. Sullivan, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be District Judge for the District
of Columbia;

Richardo M. Urbina, of the District of Co-
lumbia to be District Judge for the District
of Columbia; and

William F. Downes, of Wyoming, to be Dis-
trict Judge for the District of Wyoming;

(The above nominations were ap-
proved subject to the nominees’ com-
mitment to appear and testify before
any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, for the
Committee on Armed Services, I report
favorably a list of naval officers, begin-
ning Capt. Timothy Robert Beard to
the rear admiral (lower half), which ap-
peared in full in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of January 26, 1994. List re-
ported minus one name: Capt. John
Bramwell Padgett ITI.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated.

By Mr. PACKWOOD (for himself, Mr.
Bavucus, and Mr. HATCH):

5. 2179. A bill to amend the Revenue Act of
1987 to provide a permanent extension of the
transition rule for certain publicly traded
partnerships; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. HATCH:

S. 2180. A bill to define certain terms for
purposes of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by request):

S. 2181. A bill to authorize the appropria-
tion of funds for construction projects under
the Covenant to Establish a Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands in Political
Union with the United States of America,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. NUNN:

S. 2182. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1995 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for
military construction, and for defense activi-
ties of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fiscal
year for the Armed Forces, and for other
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purposes; from the Committee on Armed
Services; placed on the calendar.
By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and
Mr. ROBB):

S. 2183. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the 50th anniversary of the signing of
the World War II peace accords on Septem-
ber 2, 1945; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. INOUYE:

S. 2184. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the employment of
social workers in the Veterans Health Ad-
ministration on a fee basis; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN):

S. 2185. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to transfer to the Adminis-
trator of General Services the Old U.S. Mint
in San Francisco, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr.
KoHL):

8. 2186. A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Army to transfer to the State of Wisconsin
lands and improvements associated with the
LaFarge Dam and Lake portion of the
project for flood control and allied purposes,
Kickapoo River, WI, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. INOUYE:

S. 2187. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to permit the garnishment of an
annuity under the Civil Service Retirement
Systemn or the Federal Employees’ Retire-
ment System, if necessary to satisfy a judge-
ment against an annuitant for physically or
sexually abusing a child; to the

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr.

SIMON):

2188. A bill for the relief of the
Pottawatomi Nation in Canada for the pro-
portionate share of tribal funds and annu-
ities under treaties between the
Pottawatomi Nation and the United States,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

S. 2189. A bill to amend the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 to pro-
vide for ecosystem management, and force
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and

Mr. WOFFORD):

S. 2190. A bill to direct the Office of Per-
sonnel Management to establish an inter-
agency placement program for Federal em-
ployees affected by reduction in force ac-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr.

LoTT):

Senate Joint Resolution 199. A joint reso-
lution proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States relative to the
free exercise of religion; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

——

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, and Mr. HEFLIN):

Senate Resolution 221. Resolution express-

ing the sense of the Senate regarding the
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case of United States v. Knox; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and Mr.
PRYOR):

Senate Resolution 222. Resclution to com-
mend the Razorbacks of the University of
Arkansas at Fayetteville for having won the
1994 NCAA Men's Basketball Championship;
considered and agreed to.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr.
SIMON):

Senate Resolution 223. Resolution to refer
5. 2188 entitled ‘A bill for the relief of the
Pottawatomi Nation in Canada for the pro-
portionate share of tribal funds and annu-
ities under treaties between the
Pottawatomi Nation and the United States,
and for other purposes,” to the Chief Judge
of the United States Court of Federal Claims
for a report on the bill; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

R —

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HATCH:

S. 2180. A bill to define certain terms
for purposes of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT PLANNING INVOLVEMENT
ACT OF 199

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to assist
local government involvement in the
land use planning activities of certain
Federal agencies.

I have mentioned to my colleagues
many times on this floor, most re-
cently during consideration of S. 455,
the Payments-In-Lieu-of-Taxes Act,
that the overwhelming majority of
Utah's land is managed by the Federal
Government. In fact, according to the
Bureau of Land Management [BLM],
70.2 percent of Utah's total acreage is
owned by a Federal agency, such as the
BLM, National Park Service, U.S. For-
est Service, Fish and Wildlife Service,
and Department of Defense.

Any Federal agency that needs real
estate to perform its mission, more
than likely, owns an acre of Utah land.
A review of Utah's land ownership sce-
nario resembles a checkerboard. This is
typical of most Western States, with
Federal land intermingled in every re-
gion with private and State lands.
Many times, this situation breeds con-
frontation when the missions and ac-
tivities of the various Federal agencies
run counter to the activities of private
citizens and local governments.

The Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 [FLPMA] requires
the Secretary of the Interior to under-
take planning exercises for the man-
agement of our public lands. It is a
thorough process that requires consid-
erable time and effort on the part of
agency officials. And, while the end
product of these exercises may undergo
considerable review and public secru-
tiny, the impacts can be far reaching
for surrounding communities and en-
gender controversy. In a State like
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Utah with significant public lands, the
breadth and depth of these impacts can
be startling.

The preparation of the Dixie Re-
source Management Plan [DRMP] by
the BLM in southwestern Utah, pri-
marily in Washington County, has
brought this issue to the forefront. The
sitnation in Washington County dem-
onstrates why I believe changes in
FLPMA—the law that gives Federal
agencies the power to make decisions
that will determine an area’s economic
future—are necessary.

Basically, the DRMP is a blueprint
for the future uses of lands managed by
the BLM in this designated area. I will
not take my colleagues’ time to discuss
every detail related to the preparation
of this DRMP, which has been in the
works since 1987, but I will point out
that this area of Utah confronts sig-
nificant land use issues. These include
rapid urban growth and expansion, re-
tention and protection of public lands
for cultural resources, riparian values,
threatened and endangered species—
specifically, the desert tortoise—scenic
values, and recreational opportunities.
The DRMP is also reviewing proposed
water storage projects in the area, in-
cluding conducting an inventory of all
river segments eligible for designation
as wild and scenic rivers.

As the BLM has developed the
DRMP, several alternatives have been
identified. Unfortunately, the majority
of these alternatives are in substantial
conflict with the needs identified by
local residents and their elected offi-
cials, and these citizens have called for
a new round of public scoping meetings
to provide the BLM with constructive
input on a plan that is consistent with
the BLM's legal directives and meets
local needs.

The Washington County Board of
Commissioners and the Washington
County Water Conservancy District
have attempted during the past 2 years
to review the supporting documenta-
tion used by the BLM to construct the
DRMP and thus provide meaningful
comments on the same to the agency
as provided in section 202(c)9) in
FLPMA. These requests have been
heard, but not adequately fulfilled.

In Iron County, UT, which is imme-
diately north of Washington County,
concerns are being raised regarding the
potential impact of similar issues with-
in that county, particularly the poten-
tial for designating rivers located on
U.S. Forest Service lands as wild and
scenic rivers. There are a myriad of
other examples of Federal land use
planning in my State. And, the key
word here is ‘‘Federal.” Too often,
local interests and concerns are being
paid lipservice or being ignored alto-
gether.

My bill will modify FLPMA to pro-
vide more input by local entities in the
land use planning process mandated by
section 202. I use the word modify in-
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tentionally, because this legislation is
not an effort to overhaul FLPMA. It
does not represent an attempt to re-
write this major Federal law that,
among other things, provides a blue-
print for the management of Federal
lands. It is an attempt to give key
words used in the law further defini-
tion to ensure that the intent behind
these key words is achieved.

For example, under this legislation,
the term ‘‘local governmental entity’’
would include local political entities
created or recognized pursuant to
State law, including county commis-
sions, special service districts, water
districts, cities, towns, and regional
and local government associations.

The other primary section of my bill
further defines the word ‘‘coordinate,”
which is contained in section 202(c)(9)
of FLPMA, that is now subject to the
interpretation of the Secretary of the
Interior. These interpretations have
only caused controversy and conflict.
In my opinion, the best way to avoid
similar situations in the future is to
qualify and expand the coordination
activities that must be undertaken by
the Secretary with State and local gov-
ernments.

This legislation will require notifica-
tion by the Secretary to the appro-
priate State or local official, including
the Governor, of the intent to begin
land use activities within that State or
local area. Upon request of these lead-
ers, State and local employees will be
included in the inventory and planning
activities of the Federal managers, and
the plans, inventories, and other infor-
mation related to these activities, in-
cluding long- and short-term work
plans, will be made available to these
employees. Again, in this manner, the
full intent behind section 202(c)(9) re-
quiring coordination of Federal land
use plans with the land use planning
and management programs of the
States and local governments within
which the lands are located can be real-
ized.

This bill does not give State and
local governments overriding authority
or veto power over Federal land use
plans. Let me be clear about that. The
Secretary will continue to develop
these plans as reqguired under law, ob-
taining input and comments from all
interested parties as these plans are de-
veloped, and altering the plans where
appropriate. This bill will not foreclose
any party from participating in this
process. However, FLPMA does ex-
pressly direct the Secretary to coordi-
nate the activities involved in land use
plans ‘‘to [an] extent consistent’ with
local land use plans. My legislation is
designed to promote this directive so
that consistent plans, local and Fed-
eral, are developed.

Mr. President, I believe these modi-
fications to FLPMA are appropriate
and consistent with the underlying
purpose of the act to ensure the proper
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and legal role of State and local gov-
ernments in Federal land use planning
activities. I encourage my colleagues
to support this legislation.

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by request):

S. 2181. A bill to authorize the appro-
priation of funds for construction
projects under the Covenant to Estab-
lish a Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands in Political Union
with the United States of America, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS CONSTRUCTION

PROJECTS

e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, at
the request of the Department of the
Interior, I send to the desk a bill to au-
thorize the appropriation of funds for
construction projects under the Cov-
enant to Establish a Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands in Politi-
cal Union with the United States of
America, and for other purposes.

I ask unanimous consent that the
bill, the communication, and an agree-
ment of the special representatives on
future Federal financial assistance for
the Northern Mariana Islands which
accompanied the proposal be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2181

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, that the Act of March 24,
1976 (Pub. L. 94-241, 90 Stat. 263), as amended,
is amended by—

(1) adding the following section at the end
thereof:

“BEC. 6. There are aunthorized to be appro-
priated for the Government of the Northern
Mariana Islands for capital infrastructure
$18,000,000 to become available on October 1,
1995, notwithstanding the first paragraph of
section A of Part II and section B of Part ITI
of the Agreement of the Special Representa-
tives on Future Federal Financial Assistance
for the Northern Mariana Islands, executed
on December 17, 1992: Provided, that such
amounts shall become available only to the
extent that matching funds are provided, on
a project-by-project basis, by the Govern-
ment of the Northern Mariana Islands in the
amounts of $9,000,000 for fiscal year 1995 and
$18,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. No funds are
authorized to be appropriated for the pur-
poses of this Act for any fiscal year there-
after. Such federal assistance shall be pro-
vided through annual grants according to
the remaining terms of such Agreement, ex-
cept that the duration of the Agreement
shall be two years.'; and

(2) repealing section 4(b) upon enactment
of appropriations to the Secretary of the In-
terior for the Government of the Northern
Mariana Islands.

AGREEMENT OF THE SPECIAL REPRESENTA-
TIVES ON FUTURE FEDERAL FINANCIAL AS-
SISTANCE FOR THE NORTHERN MARIANA IS-
LANDS
Whereas, under the Covenant to Establish

a Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana

Islands in Political Union with the United

States of America (Covenant), the Govern-
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ment of the United States (Federal Govern-
ment) and the Government of the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
(Commonwealth Government) desire to fur-
ther their mutually beneficial relationship
through the development of the economic re-
sources of the Commonwealth, which, over
the next seven years, are expected to meet
the financial needs of local self-government;
and

Whereas, the current guaranteed annual
levels of direct grant assistance expire at the
end of fiscal year 1992; and

Whereas, the Covenant provides for the ap-
pointment of special representatives to con-
sider and make recommendations regarding
future Federal financial assistance to the
Commonwealth Government; and

Whereas, President George Bush and Gov-
ernor Lorenzo I. De Leon Guerrero appointed
such special representatives who have con-
sidered such future Federal financial assist-
ance;

Now, therefore, we, Stella Guerra, Special
Representative of the President of the Unit-
ed States, and Benjamin T. Manglona, Pedro
R. De Leon Guerrero, Joseph S. Inos, Eloy S.
Inos, David M. Sablan, and Mike W.
Naholowaa, Special Representatives of the
Governor of the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, agree as follows:

PART 1. POLICY STATEMENT

The Special Representatives mutually
agree that economic growth in the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands has
progressed so that the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment is now capable of fully financing its
government operations, and will phase in
local financing for all capital development
projects according to the schedule in this
agreement, with the goal of self-reliance by
the end of the period of this agreement.

PART II. FUNDING

A. Guarantee Funding Schedule. Subject to
the minimum matching contributions by the
Commonwealth Government, the Federal
Government pledges the full faith and credit
of the United States to the appropriation of
$120 million in capital development funding
in accordance with the following schedule:

Match.  Common

P Fodbiat cons I:nm'r‘nun: ing maln‘h Ca:
e tribintion 1 WEAlh oA | oy Hal leve
tribution i ment
Fund

22,000,000 9,000,000 71/29 31,000,000

21,000,000 14,000,000 60/40 35,000,000

20,000,000 16,000,000 56/44 36,000,000

18,000,000 18,000,000 50/50 36,000,000

16,000,000 20,000,000 - 44/56 36,000,000

14,000,000 21,000,000  40/60 35,000,000

9,000,000 22000000 2971 31,000,000

120,000,000 120,000000  50/50 240,000,000

The Special Representatives agree that the
final appropriated amount for fiscal year 1993
will be granted in accordance with the terms
described in Parts II and III of this agree-
ment, except that the matching contribu-
tions by the Commonwealth Government
will be 25 percent of the Federal contribu-
tion.

The Special Representatives agree that the
interest earnings on funds contributed under
the Second Financing Agreement may be ap-
plied to the total of the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment matching requirements for fiscal
years 1993 through 1995. These earnings will
be made available when the terms of the
grant pledge agreements entered into under
the Second Financing Agreement are met.

Any non-Federal funds appropriated by the
Legislature in the internal Commonwealth
budget process constitutes local revenue for

June 14, 1994

the purpose of complying with the Common-
wealth Government contribution require-
ments for specific projects delineated in Part
II B of this Agreement.

B. Capital Development. The Common-
wealth Government shall develop and main-
tain an integrated list of priorities for new
and reconstructed capital infrastructure to
serve the residents of the Commonwealth.
Each listed project shall have a cost esti-
mate with identified sources of financing.
Projects may be phased over two or more
years. Such list may be revised as deemed
appropriate by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. Copies of the list and an